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THE PUERPCSE OF THIS STUDY WAS TO INVESTIGATE

INTEKRELATIONSHIPS AMONG METHCDS OF SELECTING UNDEKACHIEVEES.
SUBJECIS WEKE WHITE MALE SIXTH GRALES. SEPARATE ANALYSES WERE MADE

FOR FOUKk SAMPLES:

(1) KANDCM SAMELE OF 100 STUDENTS, (2) SAMPLE CF 50

STUDENTS WwITH IQ'S BELOW 90, (3) SANELE OF 50 STUDENTS WITH IQ'S FRON
90 THROUGH 110, AND (4) SAMELE OF 50 STUDENTS WITH IQ'S ABCVE 110.
INSTRUMENTS USED WERE THE: (1) LCRGE-THCRNDIKE INTELLIGENCE TESTS,

(2) WECHSLEK INTELLIGENCE SCALE FCE CHILDREN, (3) STANFORD

ACHIEVEMENT TEST,

AND (4) WIDE KANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST. THE PRIMARY

CONCLUSICN WAS THAT EVEN WITHIN A SINGLE CLASSIFICATION OF
OPERATIONAL TCEFINITIONS OF UNDEFACHIEVEMENT, SELECTION AS AN
UNDERACHIEVEK WAS NOT EQUALLY PRCBABLE FOR METHODS USING DIFFERENT
MEASURES Ok CRITERIA TO ESTABLISH ACALEMIC APTITUDE AND ACALEMIC

PERFORNMANCE.

RECOMMENDATIONS WEKE: (1) TO EXPLORE INTERKELATIONSHIPS

AMONG SELECTED DISCREPANCY METHODS OF SELECTING OVERACHIEVERS, (2) TO
DIRECT KESEARCH TO THE RCLE CF GROUP INTELLIGENCE TESTS, (3) TO
INVESTiGATE THE VALIDITY CF FACTCRS IN FIVE PARTS OF THE JASTAK
EROCEDURE, (4) TO INVESTIGATE THE USE OF A MEDIAN SPLIT TO OBTAIN
SCCRES REPKESENTING NEGATIVE SELF-CCNCEPT, AND (5) TO INVESTIGATE
MEASURES OF SELF-FERCEPTIION AND NETHODS OF SELECTING UNDERACHIEVERS.
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JENNY R. EILIS. Variables Related to the Identification of
Underachievers. (Under the direction of ROY E, SOMMERFEID.)
The purpose of the present study was to investigate
the interrelationships among various methods of selecting
underachievers which could be classified within the same
category of operational definitions of underachievement. The
six objective methods of selecting underachlevers and the
clinic procedure for Seiecting underachlievers weré based on
a category of operational definitions called a relative
discrepancy split, i.e., the relative discrepancy between
some measure of academic aptitude and some measure of
academic performance., Because of the possibility that the
individual psychological cheracteristics of both teacher
gnd child may influence scholastic underachievement, addi-
tional comparisons were made using two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers aﬁd two varlables frequently asso-
ciated with underachievement.

The sub jects for the study were selected from the
entire sixth grade white male population of a large Southern
school éystem. A éeparate analyslis of data was made for
each of four samples of stﬁdents: (a) a random sample of
100 students, (b) a sample of 50 students with IQ's below
90, (c¢) a sample of 50 stﬁdehts with IQ's from 90 through
110, and (d) a sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110,

Two major treatments were performed on the date,

Both treatments were appropriate for use with dichotomized




data. In this study, the following two categoriles were
used: (a) students selected as underachievers by a given
method or variable, (b) students not selected as under-
achievers by a given method or varilable.

The Cochran's Test was used to investigate the
probability of selection as an underachlever being equally
distributed across six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers, two subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers, and a five-part clinic procedure for selecting
underachlevers,

In order to investigate the interrelationships among
six objective methods of selecting undérachievers, two sub-
jective methods of selecting undérachievers, and two var-
iables frequently associated with underachlevement, the
tetrachoric correlation coefficient was used.

The primary conclusion drawn from the present investi-
gation was that even within a single classification of
operational definitions of underachievement, selection as an
underachiever ls not equally probable for methods using
different measures to establish academic aptitude and/or

different criteria to establish academic performance.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
Introduction to the Problem

SEholastic underachievement is a topic of general
interest and concern., Early identification of underachievers
is imperative in order to meet the speclal needs of these
children and thus prevent the de velopment of serious educa-‘
tional disadvantages (Raph, Goldberg, & Passow, 1966). Those
people who deal with underachievement on a day to day basis
must choose a method of 1dentifying underachievers which
seems to be the most valld and pfactical approach for thelr
specific purposes.

Providing for the child whose academic performance 1s
seriously discrepant from hi; scholastic aptitude has been a
speclal problem for educators. Investigations relating to
various aspects of underachlevement have been many and
diverse with no clear-cut pattern in the nature of the var-
iables studied. Raph et al. (1966) note that the popularity
of research in the area of underachlevement 1s evidenced by
the increasing number of studies reported in the literature.

The direction of trends in the educational level at which

these studies have been conducted 1is away from the almost




total emphasis on poor academic performance at the college
level toward more studies of poor scholastic performance at
the high school, junior high school, and elementary school
levels, In comparison with the growing body of research on
underachievement, however, relatively few studles have booh
conducted at the elementary school level and still fewer
studies have been specifically concerned with the identifi-
cation of underachieving students,

Various investigators have addressed themselves theo=-
retically and experimentally, with little agreement among
them, to the problem of identifying underachievers, Although,
in the literature, a degree of concensus has been reached on
abstract definitions of underachievement, agreement on a
single method of identifying underachlievers has not yet been
achieved. The following is a generally accepted definition
of scholastic underachievement: "An underachiever falls
below an aptitude-based expectancy of academic performance
[Farquhar & Payne, 1964, p. 874]1." Expectancy of academic
performance is ordinarily established on the basis of a
standardized group or individual intelligence test. Aca=-
‘demic performance is ordinarily established by standardized
achievement tests or grade point average (Kowitz, 1965).

The methodoloéical problem of selecting underachievers
1s i1llustrated by the variety of 1identification techniques
used by differont investigators. The reports in the litera-

ture which compare methods of identifying underachlevers




point to the need for further investigation in this ares,
particularly with respect to the early identification of
underachievers, Several authors (Farquhar & Payne, 196l
Kornrich, 1965; Kowitz, 1965; Pippert & Archer, 1963; Shaw,
1961; Thorndike, 1963) have been concerned with the general
inconsistency of the findings on underachievement and with
the variety of exlisting operational definitions of under-
achievement,

In an article on the definition and identification of
underachieving students, Shaw (1961) discussed differences
among criteria for measuring academic achievement. It was
his opinion that underachievers selected by discrepancy
between academic aptitude and standardized achievement test
results sometimes differ from underachievers selected by
discrepancy between academic aptitude and teacher grades,
The difference, according to Shaw, tends to occur most fre=-
quently among children whose grades indicate marked under-
achlevement, but whose standardized test results do not
indicate underachievement. Kowitz's (1965) analysis of
underachievement dlscussed various aspects of judgment which
may be reflected in discrepancies between teacher grades and
scores on standardized achlevement tests., He pointed out
that teacher judgmenf often includes more than the measured
achievements of the child., For the most part, teachers have

not been trained to make diagnostic judgments on the academic

development of the student, -Teachers are further handicapped
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by limited facilities for dealing with students in a profes-

sional relationship,

Despite the general methodological disagreement among
researchers, however, schools and clinics require procedures
and terminology with which to describe their populations,
The need for comparing §arious methods of selecting under-
achievers 1is further supported by differences in the avall-
ability of various sources of information to the classroom
teacher, At the beginning of the school term, the teacher
has avallable to her several sources of information for
identifying underachlieverss standardized group test data,
previous or assigned classroom grades (grade point average),
or referral to a psycho-educational clinic for individual
evaluation of academic aptitude and academic performance,
The method of identifying underachlievers most easily availl-
able to the classroom teacher utilizes academic aptitude
measured by a standardized group intelligence test and aca-
demic performance measured by grade point average. Referral
to a psycho-educational clinic for individual evaluation of
academic aptitude and academic performance usually involves
a lapse between referral and assessment which may prevent
immediate implementation of educafional planning for a given
child. Selection of underachievers by standardized group
test data has the advantage of being readily availaeble to

both clinicians and teachers,
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From the literature on underachievement, Farquhar and ;

Payne (196).) classified existing methods of selecting under- %
achlevers into four groups of operational definitions and |
concluded that a wide range of sophistication and complexity

exists among methods of selecting underachievers. They enu-

merated three reasons for a study of the range among methods
for the selection and classification of underachievers: (a)
The labor required for one technique can be as much as sev~

eral times that of another; (b) Entirely different groups of

individuals may be identified by different selection teche
niques; and (c) Comparability of studies of over- and under=-
5 achlevement may become meaningless.

The problem with which the present study was concerned

was the general inconsistency in the findings on under-
achlevement and the diversity in the literature amdng methods
of selecting underachievers (or, operational definitions of
underachievement). The purpose of the present study was to
Investigate the interrelationships among various methods of |
selecting'underachieyers which could all be classified within
the same category of operaﬁional definitions of underachleve-
ment., Because of the possibllity that the individual psycho-
logical characteristlics of both teacher and child may

influence scholastic underachlevement, two variables fre-

quently assoclated with underachievement were also included

in the investigation.
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The following section reviews the literature related
to the identification of underachieving students in the ele-
mentary grades and selected variables frequently associated
with the identification of underachieving students,

Relation of the Present Study to
Previous Research

The purpose of the following section is to place the
present study in perspective within the vast body of litera=
ture on undera:hievement and to trace the development of
concern with the methodological problem of ldentifying
underachieving students, Research related to the present
study will be reviewed within the following categories: (a)
Studies investigating the identification of underachieving
students, and (b) Selected investigations of variables

related to the identification of underachieving students.

Studies Investigati the Identification
of UnEeracEIevIng.ﬁgudents

an

.The topic of underachievement has been the target of"
a wide variety of investigations for over forty years. These
studles have been numerous and diﬁerse, subjecting the prcbe
lem to extensive analysis from many points of view. There
appears, however, to be no clear-cut pattern in the nature of
the variables studied (Raph et al., 1966). Despite the
voluminous literature in the general area of underachieve=-

ment, relatively few studies were found which were devoted
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specifically to the methodological problems involved in the

identification of underachieving students. It is interesting
to note, however, that both the earliest and most recent
trends in the literature on underachievement are in the
direction of the methodological problems of ldentifying un-
achlevers,

Studies of underachievement conducted in the 1920's
and 1930's illustrate the earlier concern with identifying
underachievers, These studles are usually associated with
the Accomplishment Quotient or the Achievement Quotient
(AQ): [Accomplishment Quotient = Educational Age/Mental Agel.
Franzen is customarily given credit for first proposing a
technique for determining AQ's, although Monroe and-Bucking-
ham published a very similar’technique in the same year
(Eddington, 1966). Although the AQ is utilized to some
extent today for the purpose of selecting underachievers, it
is considered primarily of historical, rather than practical
or opsrational significance. The AQ has been subjected to
much criticism, especially during the 1930's, because of 1its
dependence on a faulty concept of Mental Age and 1ts conse-
quent unreliability (Crane, 1959).

Studies of underachievement conducted in the 1960's
have also been concerned with the problem of identifying
underachievers, A survey of the literature in the broad
area of underachievement found a dual trend in the explora=-

tion of some of the methodological problems involved 1in past




studies of underachievement: (a) Recent analyses of the
problem of underachievement have been directed toward evalu-
ating and sharpening the concept of underachievement (Dulles,
1962; Kornrich, 19653 Kowitz, 1965; Lavin, 1965; Thorndike,
1963). (b) Studies have begun to appear which classify and
compare methods of identifying underachievers (Farquhar &
Payne, 196l ; Pippert & Archer, 1963; Rowland & Smith, 1966).

The concept of underachievement. Past studles of

underachlevement reflect general sgreement on abstract defi-_
nitions of underachievement. Most of these definitions have
been expressed in terms of discrepancy between actual and

expected performance. Diversity among definitions of under-

achievement has usually occurred at the operational level

where individual researchers must declde specifically on

measures of aptitude, criteria for measuring achievement,
and the magnitude of discrepancy between aptitude and
achlevement which constitutes underachievement (Kornrich,
1965). |

Dulles (1961) stated that the concept of underachieve=
ment ltself 1is not complex. Underachievers are simply those
students who do not perform in the classroom as well as
eipected. He suggested that 1t 1s the cholce of absolute
standards by which expectancy and performance are measured
which actually determines underachievement. Taking a socio-

logical approach to the problem of underachievement, Dulles
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stated that by defining lack of learning as underachievement,
the student, rather than the predictor, 1s held responsible
for the discrepancy which may occur between performance and
prediction. He stressed the need for attentlion to be
directed toward measures of prediction rather than toward
the underachievement: "Simply changing the terminology from
'anderachieving! to 'over-predicted! would perhaps eliminate
some of the value connotations related to the student [p.
1221."

Thorndike's monograph The Concept of Underachievement

(1963), represents the first current, systematic effort to

examine and clarify the exlsting construct of underachieve-

ment and related methodological problems. In the introduc-
tion to his monograph, Thorndike stated that past research
has been generally misleading and inconclusive. He attrib-

uted the ambigulty of past studies on underachievement, in

L emid.

part, to the vague and faulty concept of underachievement.

Thorndike approached the coﬁcept of underachievement in

f 3o Smbemadnkod b

terms of the imperfectness of predictions and the need to

understand more fully failures to predict more accurately.

This approach to underachievement removes from the concept
the value connotations to which Dulles (1961) referred.

Thorndike described four sources of discrepancy

between academic expectancy and academic performance which

Influence the effectiveness of predictions of underachieve-

ment: (a) errors of measurement, (b) heterogeneity in the
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cpiterion variable, (c) relatively unmodifiable factors in

the background or environment of the individual, and (d)

Apersonal and educational factors subject to manipulation and

modification (Thorndike, 1963). Each of these sources of
discrepancy between expectancy and performance will be con-
sidered separately in the following paragraphs.

A primary source of dlscrepancy between actual and

expected achievement may be attributed to errors of measure-

ment. "Errors of measurement" refers to the combination of
factors which make it impossible to obtaln exactly the same
results from two independent measures of the same function.
Applied to underachlevement (l.0., discrepaﬁcy between
expected and actual performance), measures of expectancy as
well as the score or grade which represents performance will
ench be subject to errors of measurement. Thus, neither the
predictor nor the criterion is characterized by perfect
accuracy. Thorndike pointed out that discrepancies between
these two measures of different functions caﬁ occur due to
the errors of measurement in each. It is possible that what
may appear to be a sizable degree of underachievement may
actually be nothing more than the product of errors of
measurement (Thorndike, 1963).

Effects of errors of measurement, although until
recently unstressed, have'nevertheless affected the quality
of research in underachievement. Thorndike stated two ways

in which errors of measurement affect experimental design.
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Firstly, large errors of measurement, especially when ﬁhe
correlation between the predictor and criterion is high,
result in discrepancies between expected and actual achieve-
ment which may be largely attributable to chance. The low
rellability of such discrepancies reduces substantially the
sensitivity of studles investigating the correlates of these
discrepancies. The "regression effect" is a second example
of errors of measurement which affects the discrepancy |
between expected and actual performance. Whenever the corre-
lation between two measures is less than perfect, and espe-
clally when it is low, the individuals who fall well above
average on one measure are likely to be less superior on the
other, Those who fall wellﬁbelow average on the first meas=
ure are likely to be less inferior on the second (Thorndike,
1963). |

The regression effect has certain special implica-
tions for the identification of underachievers, A group
selected on the basis of a high score on an aptitude test
will in general do less well on an achievement measure. A
group selected on the basis of a low score on an aptitude
measure will show a regressibn upward on an achievement
measure., Lavin (1965) 111u§trated this effect in the fol-
lowing chart. Thus the academic performance of a student
with high ability can only be equal to or less than his
abllity claésification; hence, he cannot be an overachiever.

The academlic performsnce of a student in the low abllity
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Observed
abllity
LOW MEDIUM HIGH
High Pronounced Underachievement | Performance
Underachievement Equal to
Capacity
Medium Underachievement | Parformance Overachlevement
Equal to
Capacity
Low Performance Overachievement Pronounced
Equal to Overachievement
Capacity

]

(Lavin, 1965, p. 27)

group can only be equal to or greater than the ability clas-

sification; therefore, he cannot be an underachiever.

Under-

achievers are thus overrepresented in the high ability group

and overachievers overrepresented in the low ablility group.

A second source of discrepancy between expected and

actual achievement may be attributed to heterogeneity in the

criterion variable.

sitates a criterion measure.,

Fvaluation of actual achievement neces-

Criteria for achievement are

usually established in terms of standardized tests of

achievement or teacher grades (Kowitz, 1965). "Heterogeneity

in the criterion variable" refers to the heterogeneity that

is associated in a systemati: way with known or knowable

facts about the criterion,

Such systematic heterogenelity 1s

introduced into the criterion variable whenever data is

combined from difforent school systems, for example.
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Thorndike warned that, whatever criterion 1s used, it 1s
crucial that it be substantially the same for all the cases
in the group (Thorndike, 1963).
A third source of discrepancy between expected and

actual achievement is the stable, relatively unmodifiable

factors in the nature and background of the individual which

affect his standing on a measure. Sex, race, socio-economic
status are examples of these kinds of factors. Thorndike
proposed that these factors should be used to make predic-
tions of underachievement which are more informed and
accurate (Thorndike, 1963).

The fourth source of discrepancy between expected and

actual performance is personal and educational factors which

are subject to manipulation.and modification. When the pre-

viously mentioned three sources of discrepancy are controlled,
then the factors that can be modified or manipulated repre-
sent the main focus of research concern with underachlevement
and overachievement. Thorndike stated that research within
this classification is likely to be correlational (in which
the relation of certain modifiable factors to achievement 1is
investigated) or experimental [in which a particular element
in a situation is actually modified and the results of the
modification observed (Thorndike, 1963)],

Classification and comparison of methods of identify-

ing underachlevers., A survey of the literature on under-

achievement revealed only three studies specifically
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concerned with the classification and/or comparison of tech-
niques used in selecting underachievers (Farquhar & Payne,
196); Pippert & Archer, 1963; Rowland & Smith, 1966).

Pippert and Archer (1963) were primarily concermed
with the implications of the diversity among criteria for
measuring underachievement. The purpose of their study was
to determine differences among underachievers selected from
the same class by each of two different criteria for selec-
ting underachievers: grade point average and standardized
achievement test data. The population chosen for study was
a class of 105 boys and 15 girls from a medium sized com=-
munity high school in northern New England.

A student was considered an underachiever 1if his
grade point average or achlevement test score fell below an
estimated aptitude-based expectancy. Academﬁc expectancy
was established on the basis of scores from the Otis Quick-
Scoring Beta Test of Intelligence. Academic achlevement was
established on the basis of grade point average and also

performance on the Iowa Tests of Educational Development

(ITED). Only students scoring above IQ 110 on the Otis (L6
boys and 80 girls) were included in the study. The investi-
gators arbitrarily established correspondingly higher
achievement expectancies on grade point averages and ITED for
brighter students. All students included in the study were
zdministered the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal,

Kuder Preference Record C, an adjective checklist, and Sims

i e e hAn ke e 3 ¢ ey B E M . o Tn v T4 8
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Occupational Rating Scale. Father's occupation and stu-

dent's occupational choice were also requested,

The authors concluded that the individuals identified
as underachlevers by discrepancy between academic aptitude
and grade point average tended to have different character
istics from individuals identified as underachievers by
discrepancy between academic aptitude and achievement test
scores, Only two persons were selected as underachlievers by
both methods., More boys than girls were selected as under=-
achlevers by discrepancy between academic aptitude and grade
point average. More girls than boys were identified as
underachievers by discrepancy between academic aptitude and
achievement test scores. Comparisons between both methods
of selecting underachievers indicated that students selected
by discrepancy between academic aptitude and grade point
average scored higher on the Qtis Quick-Scoring Test of

Intelligence, Iowa Tests of Educational Development (com=-

posite and subscores), and the Watson-Glaser Critical Think=-
ing Appraisal. No differences between students selected aé
underachievers by each of the two methods were found on the

Kuder Preference Record, Sims Occupational Rating Scale,

occupation of father, or occupational choice.
On the adjective checklist, those adjectives that
were selected by 75% of the'respondents were compared, Of

the underachievers by grade point average, the boys checked

logical, intellipgent, and considerate most fréquently. The
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girls checked argumentative, kind, s athetlc, nervous,
friendly, and responsible. Of those classiflied as undere
achlevers by achievement test scores, the boys checked

friendly and cheerful most frequently. The girls checked

active, sympathetic, alert, considerate, cheerful, and

enthusisstic. Of the achieving students, the boys checked
kind, active, dependable, friendly, proud, cheerful, and
realistic. The girls checked friendly and relisble (Pippert
& Archer, 1963). The study by Pippert and Archer is impor-
tant because it submitted to systematic study an assumption
frequently referred to in the literature (Kowitz, 1965; Shaw,
1961): that selection of underachievers by discrepancy |
between academic aptitude and teachcr grades and selectlon
of underachievers by discrepancy between academlc aptitude
and achlevement test scores sometimes differ in the types
and nuMbers of underachievers identified by each, One prob-
lem with the Pippert and Archer study, however, 1s the
arbitrary establishment of expectancles for achievement in
both methods. Establishing expectancy on an arbitrary basis
renders it impossible to determine whether the cuﬁ-offlpoints
which are selected for each:method are actually comparable.
Rowland and Smith (1966) proposed that the wide differe
ences of opinion regarding the characteristics of undere
achievers may be due in part to weaknesses of the more common

definitions of underachievement. They classified existing

definitions of underachievement into three basic types. The
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examples of these definitlons which they employed to test
their hypotheses, however, are all based on the uniform
criterion of standardized achievement tests. Thus, the
types of definitions which follow differ from each other,
not on criterion, but with rsspect to the way in which the
discrepancy between et aptitude measure and a performance
measure 1is obtainad. The following are the three types of
definitions of underachievement classified by Rowland and
Smith: Type 1 definition is based on the grade level achieve='
ment of the group. An underachiever 1s an individual whose
achievement falls a specified amount below the mean grade
level of the group. IType 2 definition is based on the
difference between an individual'!s aptitude score and
achlevement score in standard deviations. Type 3 definition
is based on factors concerning the errors of measurement in
testing, |

The purpose of the Rowland and Smith study was to
test the following hypotheses regarding the kinds of stu-
dents selected by each definition with respect to intelli-
gence: (1) Type 1 definition identifies the individual of
low abllity and consequently, the low achiever; (2) Type 2
definition identifles greater numbers of underachlevers from
the high ability group; and (3) Type 3 definition is less
selective toward the high and the low ability groups and
tends to select a ratio of underachievers fairly equal to

the distribution of the entire sample. The School and
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College Ability Test (SCAT) and Sequential Tests of Educa-

tional Progress (STEP) were administered to 55 fourth grade é
pupils of a small suburban school district in California. |
Results from the Reading and Mathematics subtests of STEP
were used. The five pupils who had the lowest achievement in
each subject according to each of the three definitions were
selected for study. Results oi the investigation showed that
hypotheses 1 and 2 were confirmed., The Type 3 definition
based on conslderation of errors of measurement did not tend |
to select greater numbers of underachievers from a particular B
ablility group in Reading; however, in math, the Type 3 defi-
nition tended to select students of high ebility as under- |
achlevers. The investigators reached the following
conclusiont .

There appears to be no universal definition for under-

achlevement that would identify puplils as underachievers

Tn general. Different definitions select different

puplils as underachievers and the same definition selects

different pupils in different sub jects., Until achieve-

ment can be universally defined and identified, studies

of the characteristics of under- and overachievers must

be viewed 1in the light of the abllity group favored by
each definition [Rowland & Smith, 1966, p. 107].

A study by Farquhar and Payne (196l) illustrates a
more sophisticated approach to the classification and com=
parison of various techniques of identifying underachievers
than the investigation by Rowland and Smith (1966). The
study originated from a review of the literature realted to
a larger project on motivation. Farquhar and Payne noted

conflicting results and a variety of operational definitions

of underachievement in the literature. They classified
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existing techniques of selecting underachievers into four
groups of definitions:

I. Central tendency splits. Under- and overachievement
are determined by dichotomizing a distribution of
combined aptitude and achlevement measures,

II. Arbitrary partitions; middle group eliminated. Dis=-
crepancles are determined by contrasting extreme
groups in achisvement-aptitude distributions, by
eliminating a middle group.

a III. Relative discrepanc splits. Grade point average and

aptitude predIchrs are ranked independently., Under-
and overachievement is determined by the discrepancy
between the two ranks,

IV, Regression model selection. A regression equation
18 use o predict achfevement from aptitude meas-
ures., Under- and overachievement is then determined
on the basis of the discrepancy between predicted
and actual achievement [Farquhar & Payne, 196li, pp.

87’-'--876] °
| The problem of multiple operational definitions of under-

achiévement was explored in the Farquhar and Payne study by
applying one or more of the most representative techniques
from each classificafion to a single referent sample and
comparing the overlap of various approaches., The population
for the study was the 1959 tenth grade class of a single
Michigan high school (312 males and 304 females)., The
'investigators developed their own regression approach to

meet the requirements of their project on motivation. This

regression approach was compared with the representgtive
| 'techniques selected from eight publications to illustrate
the wide range of operational definitions used in the iden-

tification of underachievers; Two analyses were made. The
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first analysis was primarily concerned with the total number
of individuals selected by each method. The second analysis
was primarily concerned with the number of agreements in
classification, |

Farquhar and Payne concluded that there is an extreme
range in the absolute number of individuals selected as
underachievers and overachievers depending on the particular
technique used. They also noted that for various methods,
there 18 a wide sex difference in the number of individuals
selected for a particular achievement classification. With
the exception of two regression techniques, there seemed to
be 1ittle agreement among techniques by which an individual
finally 1is designated an underachiever. Lik; Rowland and
Smith (1966), they concluded that there 1is a definite ﬁeed.
"to adopt Sstandard definitions of the procedure for iden-

tifying underachievers [Farquhar & Payne, 196, p. 8831."

Selected Investigations of Variables
Related to the T3entifIcation of
Underachieving Students

The vastness, diversity, and general inconclusive-~

ness nf the literature on underachievement is referred to

frequently by investlgators concerned with various aspects
of underachievement (Lavin, 1965). Raph et al. (1966) noted
that taken collectively, investigations concerning charac-

teristics of underachievers are so widely varied in thelir

findings, their definitions of underachievement, the
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instruments employed, and the ages selected for study, that
few; if any generalizations can be made about the character-
istics of underachlevers. A comprehensive review of the
entire body of literature on underachievement would thus

become a major work in itself and 1is beyond the 1limits of

the present chapter. Therefore, this section will treat the
research related to the present study within the following
categories: (a) Selected studies of demographic variables ;
related to underachievement [educational level, intelligence,

sex differences], and (b) Selected studies of certain person=-

ality variables frequently associated with underachievement

[self-concept, student and teacher judgment of achievement],

Educational level. Studies on various aspects of

underachievement have most frequently used college popula=-
tions. A downward trend toward more 1nvestigatidns con= %
ducted at the high school and junior high school levels is :
reflected by the 1ncreasing number of investigations which

use these populations for study (Raph et al., 1966). Although
investligations at the elementary school level have been con-

ducted more frequently in recent years, the .relatively small |
number of studles using populations at this level prevents

cogent generallizations or cdnclusions regarding the charac-

Pt sl B e g i -

teristics of elementary age underachievers,

There have been a few studies which illustrate the ?

growing concern with early identification of underachievers,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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D'Heurle (1959) discovered academic underachievement in a
group of gifted third graders. Barrett (1957), in an inten-
sive study of a small number of gifted underachievers, found
an underachlevement patternvpresent by grade five, In a
study which investigated the relationship of childrens! self=
perceptions to academic achievement, Nash (196l) analyzed
data from an inventory of 155 self-perception items. He
found that the proportion of underachievers in the elghth
grade was greater than in the seventh grade, On the self=-
perception lnventory, more items discriminated significantly
between underachievers and achievers at the eighth grade
level than at the seventh grade level.

Shaw and McCuen (1960) investigated tﬁe question of
whether there 1s any specific academic level at which undere
achlevement begins, The sample for the stud& was chosen
from students whose ability was in the top 254 of the school
population. These students were classified as achievers or
underachievers on the basis of their cumulative grade point
averages in grades 9, 10, and 11, A student whose grade
-point average was below the mean for his class was considered
an underachiever. When the higher achie#ing and lower
achieving males were compared, the dafa showed a significant
difference in the grade point averages of the achievers and
underachievers beginning at grade three and increasing at
each grade level up to grade ten. At grade ten, however, the

difference began to decrease although it remained statistie

cally significant,
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In summary, there appears to be some agreement that

underachievement may become evident before high school and
possibly before junior high school; however, more studies
are needed of underachievers at the elementary school level

to establish the onset of underachievement.

Intelligence. Research relating Iintelligence and

achlevement has been conducted at all educational levels,
The highest correlations between achievement and intelli-
gence have been reported for‘the high school level; the
college level ranks next, the graduate, lowest. The ele=-
meﬁtary level has been too infreqﬁently studied to allow
meaningful generaiizations (Lavin, 1965).

There are several studies of achievement and intelli-
gence at the elementary school level, however, which warrant
comment., Barnes (1955) correlated intelligance teét scores

on the Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test with scores on

the Stanford Achievement Test for students in grades one

through four. The correlations ranged from .31 to .63 and
showed a tendency to incregse from first to second grade,

The magnitude remained fairly stable from second to fourth
grade, however, Hinkleman (1955) correlated intelligence with
teacher grades in various subject areas. He used a group of
students for whom data were available for grades two through

seven., Correlations were found to be fairly consistent from

grades two through seven, averaging sround .6S5.
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In a study by Parsley (196l), the question of the
relationship of sex differences in achlevement to IQ was
investigated using a sample from grades four through eight,
Parsley found that brighter boys achieved at higher levels
than girls at the same intellectual level., Girls who were
average or below in intelligence achieved at a higher level
than boys at the same intellectual level, Norman (1962) in
a study of age, ~9ox, and achievement patterns in gifted
children, used as his sample two groups of sixth grade chile
dren with IQ-s of 130 plus on the California Test of Mental
Maturity. These groups were established on the baais of
expected achievement on the California Achicvement Test.
Norman found that achlevers: had significantly higher lan-
guage IQ's while non-achievers had significantly higher non-
language and total IQ's, Achlevers were also much more
consistent both in their moans on the language and non-
language parts of the California Test of Mental Maturity and
in their expected achievement profiles on the California
Achievement Test, |

In a study relating educﬁtional achievement with
specific levels of intelligence, Holowinsky (1961) tested
the ’-ypotheslis that all students within the range of dull-
normal and average intelligence are equally able to master
educational skills, The subjects for the study were male
students and female students from 12 to 17 years of age and

within the 80-110 IQ range. Ability levels were established
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In terms of the Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test,

Educational achievement was measured by the California
Reading Test and the arithmetic subtest of the Wide Range
Achievement Test. In reading achievement, Holonwinsky found
significant differences not only between students of dull-
normal and high-average ability, but also between students
with low-average and high-average ability. 1In arithmetiec
achievement, no significant differences were found among IQ
levels, Regarding the relationship between reading and
arithmetic at various IQ levels, it was found that studens

of lower intellectual ability, regardless of age, tended to

show better achievement in arithmetic than in reading. After

15 or 16 years of age, students of low-average and average
intellectual ability showed ‘significantly better achievement
in reading than in arithmetic,

Although intelligence has been correlated with vare-
lous aspects of achievement and underachievement, there do
not appear to be any studies which explore specifically, the
relationship between various definitions of underachievement
and various levels of intelligence. The present study
attempted to investigate this relationship by comparing
several definitions of underachievement at each of three

levels of intelligence.

1

Sex differences. Two primary reasons are often cited

for controlling sex in a study of underachievement. Firstly,
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the results from a large number of studies have indicated
that ability and school performance tend to be less highly
correlated for males than for females, Secondly, variables
that predict academic performance for males may differ from
variables that are predictive for females(Lavin, 1965). The
following investigations illustrate some of the findings
concerning the relationship of sex differences to various
aspects of achievement,

In the previously mentioned study of the onset of
academic underachiesvement, Shaw and McCuen (1960) noted sex
differences in the achievement patterns of males and females,
Sub jects for the study were classified as ach;evors or undere
achievers on the basis of their cumulative gfade point aver-
ages in grades 9, 10, and 11, Grade point averages for the %
higher achleving males and the lower achieving males were ]
found to be significantly different beginning at the third
grade and increasing at each grade level up to grade ten,

At grade ten, the dilference began to decrease although it
remalned statistically significant., The achievement pattern
of the females, however, was considerably different. Through
grade five, those females who were later to become low
achlievers tended to exceed the higher schievers in grade
roint average. At gfade six, the higher achievers attained

a higher grade point average for the first time. Thus,

males were identified as underachievers vcarlier in their
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school careers, Underachlevement for females seemed to
become evident at puberty.

The purpose of a study by Clark (1967) was to explore
the relationship of middle class sex role expectancles to
the differential achievement of males and females, Clark %
hypothesized that the middle grades of elementary school are |
a transitional period during which boys close an academic
gap between themselves and girls; and the period during
which girls learn that they are not supposed to be good in
arithmetic, Subjects for the study were the total enroll-
ment of pupils in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades of a
small suburban elementary school in New York state (83 boys
and 80 girls). The students were asked to indicate whether
they thought they were in the "top" or "bottom™ half of
their class in reading, spelling, or arithmetic. Results in *
general suggested that the developmental shift in boys! and ’
girls'! grades and perceptions of their standing were consist-
ent with the middle class sex-role expectancies for academic ;
achlevement,

In a longitudinal study on the elementary school
level, Hughes (1953) found that when ability was controlled, i
the reading achievement of girls was superiof to boys 3
through the fourth grade., Beyond the fourth grade, however,
sex differences were not‘significant and did not consistently
favor the girls, Parslay (196lL) investigated the possible

presence of sex differences in achlievement as related to IQ.
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The group selected for study was the fourth through eighth
grade of a small urban school district, primarily middle
soclo-economic status, On the basis of the California Test
of Mental Maturity, the population was divided by sex into
five IQ groups: 75-94, 95-104, 105-11l, 115-12L, and 125
plus, On the basls of the Callifornia Achievement Tests

(Reading Comprehension, Reading Vocabulary, Arithmetic
Reasoning, and Arithmetic Fundamentals), the population was
classified, within each IQ subgroup, as under-, average-, or
overachievers., The findings, in general, tended to support
earlier studies of sex differences in various aspects of
achlevement, Females excelled in reading achievement.
Males excelled in arithmetic reasoning, but not in arith-
metic fundamentals, |
Nash (196Li), using students in the seventh and eighth

grades, found that items in a self=perception inventory

which distinguished between achlievers and underachievers were

widely different for each sex. Phillips (1962) investigated
socilal class, sex, and anxiety as interrelated factors in
school achievement. Using a sample of 759 seventh grade
students, he found that there were sex differences in the
interrelationships of sex, social class, and anxiety.

It would seem that sufficient studies of elementary
and junior high school age students support a relationship

between sex differences and various aspects of achievement
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to warrant controlling for sex differences in the present

study.

Self-concept. Historically, the behavioral sciences

have devoted considerable attention to the concept of the
self (Lavin, 1965), The most commonly accepted definition

of the self is frequently attributed to Rogers: +the self is
"that organized, consistent, conceptual Gestalt composed of
the characteristics of the 'I' or 'me' and the perceptions of
the relationships of the 'I' or 'me! to others and to various
aspects of 1life togéther with the values attached to these
perceptions [Rogers, 1959, p. 200]." 1In recent years, some
research exploring the relation of academic achievement to
self'-concept has begun to aﬁcumulate. The most noticeable |
trend in these studlies 1s the concern with the positive or ‘

negative aspects of the self-concept. There is wide varia-

tion, however, in the terms employed to describe and the
meaépres utilized to assess self-concept., Some of the terms ' f
most frequently used in association with the self-concept
are: self=-ideal, self-imagé, self-acceptance, self-insight; W
self-esteem, and self-confidence. Some measures used to
assess self-concept include Q-Sorts, adjective checklists,
adjective rating scales, checklists or personality trait
names, sentence completion techniques, and self-rating scales.,
The studies which folloﬁ, for the most part, show a

relationship between self-cbnéept and academic achievement
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which is more pronounced for boys than for girls, They also
11lustrate the spectrum of operational definitions used to
assess self-concept and academic achievement. Hence, gener-
alizations from these studies are restricted.

Bruck and Bodwin (1963) investigated age differences
in the relationship between self-concept and academic
achievement. Subjects for the atudy were 300 students from

the third, sixth, and eleventh grades, The Self-Concept

Scale--Draw a Person was used for assessing self-concept,

Grade point average was used as a criterion for achievement,
A positive and significan?® relationship was found between
self-concept and grade pcint average at all age levels.,
McCallon (1967) investigated the relationship between
self scores and ideal-seif scores in high, median, and low
self-ideal (S-I) groups. Additional varisbles investigated
were sex andlacademic achievemant{ The subjects for the
study were 1,135 fifth grade students and sixth grade stu-
dents. Three groups were delineated on the basis of a 22
item self-ideal self rating scale: high S-I discrepancy,
median S-I discrepancy, and low S-I discrepancy. Achievement
was measured for these students by the Stanford Achievement
Test. McCallon found that a significantly large number of
males were in the high S=I group while the median group was
characterized by a greater number of females. Fifth and
sixth grade students did not differ with respect to congru-
ency of S-I perception., The data regarding the possibility
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of a nonlinear relationship between S-I and academic achieve-
ment were inconclusive,

The relationship of self=-concept to sex differences
in academic achievement has been investigated by several
authors, Shaw, Edson, and Bell (1960) and Shaw and Grubb
(1958), using the Sarkin Agjgctive Checklist to measure

self-concept, compared a group of underachieving high school
males and females with a group of achieving high school
males and females. In general, the findings from these
studies showed that for boys, a higher achievement level was
related to a more positive self-image.v For girls, however,

a higher level of achievement was not related to a more
positive self-image. A study by Fink (1962) explored the
relationship between self-concept and academic achievement,
Sub jects for the study were selected from the ninth grade
class of a California high school., Students whose IQ fell
within the 90-110 IQ range on the California Test of Mental
Maturity were ranked by grade point average., Pairs of
achievers and underachievers were formed and matched for sex
and IQ (20 pairs of boys and 2l pairs of girls). Information
from each student was obtained on autobiographical data,
perscnality inventories, and projective tests. These psycho-
logical data, with‘no information about academic achievement,
were given to three psychologist judges who wers asked to

rate the child's self-concept as "inadequate™ or "adequate."

The relationship between self-concept and academic
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achievement was clearly supported for boys, but not for
girls, For the boys, those rated as having an "inadequate"
self-concept by the psychologists tonded to be under-
achievers; those rated as "adequate" by the psychologists
tended to be achievers, Clark (1967) asked 83 males and 80
females enrolled in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades of a
small urban elementary school to indicate whether they
believed they were in the "top" or "bottom™ half of their
classes in reading, spelling and arithmetic. In reading and
spelling, a greater self-favorability was found among girls
than among boys. However, these differences were not
significant.

Some investigators have explored the relationship of
academic achievement to academic self-concepte Campbell |
(1966) examined the relationship between self-concept and
school achievement for fourth, fifth, and sixth grade stu-
dents in a suburban elementary school. Measures of academic
ability, academic achievement, and self-concept were obtained

from the SRA Test of Primary Mental Abilities, the Iowa Test

of Basic Skills, and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory,
respsctively., Campbell found that gself-concept and academic

achievement were related for the total group of fourth,
-£1fth, and sixth grade students and that this relationship
was more pronounced for boys than for girls. The levels of
self-concept specific to the school setting were found to be

related to academic achievement. In a study which
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Investigated the relationship of various self-perceptions of
achievement in seventh and eighth grade students, Nash (196)
reported that the major and most consistent theme related to
the achievement patterns of the students selected for study
reflects attitudes which are directly related to school
tasks, such as the following: ' "My grades are good; I am
accurate in my schoolwork.,"

The studies cited above do not exhaust the 11teratﬁre
relating self-concept to academic achivement. Very fow
studles were found, however, which investigated this rela-
tlonship at the elementary school level., A survey of the
literature revealed no studies specifically concerned with
exploring the relationship_between self-concept and various
operational definitions of underachievement with reference
to various levels of intelligence. The present study there-
fore compared favorability of self-concept with several
methods of identifying underachievers at each of three

levels of intelligence,

Teacher and student Judgmen of achlievement., Grades

are frequently taken to be a manifestation of teacher opinlon
or to reflect teacher judgment.‘ Several authors (Kornrich,
1965, Kowitz, 1965, Shaw, 1961) have discussed the role that
teacher opinion or expectations play 1n grading practices,
There are several studies which attempt to explore some of

the varisbles that make up teacher opinion. Battle (1957)
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investigated the relationship of school grades and the degree

of congruency in teacher-student value patterns in a high
school population., He found that students whose value pat=-
terns were closer to the teachers!, tended to have higher 3
grédes than those whose value patterns differed greatly from
the teachers's Some of the value dimensions which proved to
be related to school performance were not relevant to school
such as economic, political, or religious values. Baker and
Doyle (1959) studied the effects of increasing teachers'!
knowledge about elementary school pupils on their grading
behavior. They found that as teachers were provided with
more information on students, the correlation between ability
and pupil grades decreased, It is possible that 1ncreased'
awareness of individual differences may have led to more |
diverse criteria for teacher grading.

The purpose of & study by Mattick (1963) was to y
compare teacher judgment with standerdized test results for
effectiveness in predicting first grade success for kinder-
garten age children. The subjects for the sﬁudy were 972 | @
kindergarten children in a suburban school district. Prior o
to the administration of any standsrdized tests, teachers
were asked to rate the children in their classes as having
high, average, or low potential for success in the first
grade. The tests administered for the study were the Metro=-
politan Readiness Tests, California Short Form Test of Mental
Maturity, the Iee Clark Reading Readiness Tests, and the
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Lorge~Thorndike Jatelligence Tests. The following year, the

first grade pupils were rated by their teachers as being
high, average, or low achievers in their class. The follow-
ing correlations were obtalned between kindergarten teachers?

ratings and the four tests: Metropolitan Headiness Tests

.Sl6; Lee Clark Reading Readiness Tests, .LL8; Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Tests, .378; and California Test of

Mental Maturity, .378. Correlations obtained between first

grade teachers! ratings and the four tests were: Metropol=-

itan Readiness Tests, .559; kindergarten teachers! predictions,

h29; California Test of Mental Maturity, .371; and Lee Clark

Reading Readiness Test,.B?O.' All four coefficients were..

significant beyond .01 in both groups of teachers. It is
interesting to note that the correlation between scores on

the Metropolitan Readiness Test and first grade teachers!

ratings of achizvement is gréaﬁer than the correlation
between kindergarten teacheré'sratings and first grade
teachers! ratings., -

Some investigators have been concerned with the stu-
dentis perception of his teaéher and 1ts effect on academiec
achievement. Davidson and Lang (1960) studied the relation
between children's perceptions. of their teachers! feelings
toward them and Self-perceptioﬂ, academic achlevement, and
classroom.behavior¢_fThevmeasure used to evaluate self- and

other-perceptions was a checkliét of trait names consisting

of thirty-five 1teﬁg; - This checklist was administered to 89
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boys and 11l girls in grades four, five, and six in a New
York public school. It was found that the children's percep-
tions of their teachers! feelings toward them correlated
positively and significantly with self-perception; i.e.,
teacher ratings of the children's academic achlevement and‘
classroom behavior was positively related to the children's‘
perceptions of their teachers'! feelings toward them, Social
class position was found to be positively related to achleve-
ment in school. Children in the upper and middle social
class groups tended to perceive their teachers! feelings
toward them more favorasbly than the children in the lower
soclal class group. Also girls tended to pepceive thelr
teachers more favorably than boys.

In a study designed to measure various student percép-
tions of school, Malpass (1953) administered a series of
tests to eighth grade students., Teachers, classmates,
discipline, achievement, and school in general were rated
for favorability on a five-point scale. Correlations between
student perceptions and achlevement were computed for two
criteria of achievement (grades and achievement test scores).
In general, Malpass found that favorable perceptions in the
school areas, particularly those regarding teachers and
achievement, were mofe highly related to grades than to
achievement tests,

Malpass's study in particular suggests the need for

v

further investigation of the relationship of student
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perceptions of achievement and various criteria for measuring
academic achievement. The present study compared student
perception of achievement with teacher judgment of achleve-
ment as well as with severallother‘criteria for measuring

achievement,
Statement of the Problem

The problem with which the present investigation was
concerned was the general inconsistency of the findings in
the 1iterature on underachievement and the diversity among
methods of selecting underachlevers (or, operational defini-
tions of underachievement).

The purpose of the present study was to investigate.
the interrelationships among‘various methods of selecting
underachievers which could'be classified within the same
category of operational definitions of underachlevement.,
Thus, the six objective methods of selecting underachievers
and the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers used
in the present investigation were based on a category of
operational definitionscailed, in the Farquhar and Payne
(1964) classification of définitions, "relative discrepancy
split," i.e., the relative: discrepancy in standard score
units between some measure of academic aptitude and some
measure of academic performance. Because of the possibility
that the individual p.sychdlog.tcal characteristics of both

teacher and child may influence scholastlc underschievement,
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additional comparisons were made using two subjJective methods

of selecting underachievers and two variables frequently
associated with underachlevement.

Methods 1 through 6, which used the discrepancy
between academic aptitude and standardized achlevement test
data or teacher grades as the criterion for underachievement,
were considered objective methods of selecting under-
achievers., Methods 7 and 8, which used the discrepancy
between academic aptitude and teacher judgment or student
judgment of achlevement as a crliterion for underachlievement
were considered sub jective methods of selecting‘underachievers.
‘Method 9, which was composed of five separate parts, was a
clinic procedure for selecting underachievers., Variables A
and B were considered measures of self-perception,

The specific methods of selecting underachlevers and

the variables chosen for study were as follows: (a) Method 1:
Selection of underachlevers by dlscrepancy between a stand=
ardized group measure of academic aptitude and a standardlzed
group measure of academic performance, (b) Method 2: Selec-
tion of underachievers by discrepancy between a standardized

individual measure of academlic aptitude and a standardized

group measure of academic performance, (c) Method 3: Selec-

tion of underachlevers by dlscrepancy between a standardized

individual measure of academic aptitude and a standardized

individual measure of academic performance, (d) Method L:

Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a




standardized group measure of academic aptitude and a

standardized individual measure of academic performance,

(e) Method 5: Selection of underachievers by discrepancy
between a standardized group measure of academic aptitude
and teacher grades, (f) Method 6: Selection of under-

achievers by discrepancy between a standardized individual

measure of .academic aptitude and teacher grades, (g) Method

1t Selection of underachievérs by student judgment of

achievement, (h) Method 8: Slection of underachievers by

teacher judgment of achievement, (1) Method 9: Selection of

underachievers by a clinic procedure, (Jj) Variable A: Stu-

dent academic self-concept, zund (k) Variable B: Student

perception of control over environment, _
A siith grade population was chosen for this study
because of the generally acknowledged instability of achieve-

ment in younger children and because of thz need for studiles

of acedemic achlevement at the elementary school level (Lavin,
1965)._ Surveys of available research (Lavin, 1965; Raph et
al., 1966) pointed out sex and race difference in the dynamics
of underachievement; therefore, this study used data con=-
cerning males of a single race.

Since it 1is possible that level of intelligence may
influence comparisons among methods of selecting under-
achievers, four samples of white sixth grade males were
chosen for this study: (a) random sample of 100 students,

(b) sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, (c) sample of
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50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110, and (d) sample. of
50 students with IQ's above 110,

The following specific questions were asked for each
of the four samples:

l. Is the probability of selection as an under=-
achlever equally distributed across six objective methods of
selecting underachievers, two subjective methods of selecting
underachievers, and a five«part clinic procedure for select=-
ing underachievers, for each of three levels of discrepancy
between measures of academic aptitude and academic
performance?

2, What are the interrelationships among the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of
three levels of discrepancy bétween measures of academic
aptitude and academic performance?

3. What is the relationship between the two subjec=
tive methods of selecting underachievers?

L. What are the interrelationshiﬁs among the two
subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of
three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic
aptitude and academic performance?

5. What are the 1nterrelafionships among the five
parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers,
for each of fhree levels of discrepancy between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance?
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6. What are the interrelationships among the five ;

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
for each of three levels of discrepancy between academic
aptitude and academic performapce? )

7. What are the interrelaﬁionships among the five
parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers
and the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers,
for each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of
academic aptitude and academic performance? i

8. What is the relationship between the two measures ;

of self-perception?

9. What are the interrelationships among the two
measures of self-perception and the six objectlive methods of
selecting underachievers, for each of three levels of dis-
crepancy between measures of academic aptitude and academic
performance? !

10, ﬁhat are the interfelationships among the two
measures of self-perception andjthp two sub jective methods
of selecting underachievers? .

1ll. What are the interrelationships among the two
measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers, at each of three

levels of discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude

and academic performance?

The following chapter describes the sample selected




for study, the {instrumentation employed, the procedure for
collecting the data, methods of gselecting underachlevers,
and treatment of the data.

O
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CHAPTER II

SUBJECTS, INSTRUMENTATION, PROCEDURE, DEFINITIONS,
AND TREATMENT OF DATA

The purpose of this study was to-investigate the
interrelationéhips amoﬁg six objective methods of selecting
underachlevers, two ‘'subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers, a five-part c¢linic procedure for selecting ﬁnder-
achlevers, and two variables frequently associated with
underachievement. The present chapter describes the samples
selected for study, the 1nstrumentation employed, the proce-
dure for collecting the dat§,~methods for defining u?der-

achievement, and treatment of the data,
‘Subjects

The samples for this study were selected from the
entire white male sixth gradevpopulation of a large southern
school system. A éixth.grade population was chosen beéause
of.theagenerally.acknow;édged-instability of achievement in
younger children and because of the need for studies of
academic achievement gt the'elémentary school level (Lavin,
1965; Raph et al., 1966). Available research points out sex
differences and race differences in the dynamics of under-
achievement therefore, this study used data concerning males

of a single race.
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Since it is possible that level of intelligence may
influence comparisons among methods of selecting under- . |
achievers, a separate analysis was made for each of four
samples of sixth grade males: (a) Analysis I: random sample
of 100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 students
with IQ's below 90 (c) Analysis III: sample of 50 students
with IQ's from 90 through 110, and (d) Analy;is IV: sample
of 50 students with IQ's above 110.

The sample of 100 sixth grade males was selected for
Analysis I in the following manmner: A 1list of the entire
sixth grade population'of the school system was obtained
from the system's data processing department. A random
sample of 100 male students was drawn from the list. A
reserve sample of approximately 30 students was randomly
gelected in case of the inaccessability of students ini-
tially selected. This semple of 100 students constituted
one of four groups used for study. |

The three samples of SO subjects each were formed for
Analyses II through IV in the following manner: Each of the
above mentioned 100_randomly selected students was admin-

{stered the Wechsler Intellipence Scale for ‘Children (WISC)

as part of g test battery for the study and was classified
by WISC Full Scale IQ into one of three levels of intelli-
gence: IQ's 85 and below, 90-110, 111 and above. An addi-
tional list, which classified the entire sixth grade
population into the above three levels of intelligence on
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the basis of Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test scores, was
obtained from the data procéssing department. A random
sample of approximately 50 students was drawn from each of

these three Lorge-Thorndike IQ classifications. The WISC

was then administered to each of the students in the three

groups classifiled according to Lorge~Thorndike IQ. On ths

basis of the WISC Full Scale IQ which was obtained, each
student was then éssigned td one of the three WISC IQ classi-
fications, to which the random sample of 100 had already
been assigned, until each group contained 50 students. Thus,
three groups of 50 sub jects eéch were formed for the three
levels of intelligence, using students from the original
random sample of 100 students plus the additional stgdents

selected in the manner justfdéscribed.
' Instrumentation

This section describes the instruments employed to
obtain the data for the study. Special attention is devoted
to the reliability of these measures since the consistency
and the stability 6f the resulﬁé'from an instrument ére con-
sidered fundamentél requiremghts-for its utility. Reliability
coefficients are ffequehtly aeférmined by the split«half
method or the alternaté forﬁs-method. The former addresses
the comparability of items in the two halves of the test and
thus provides a measure of Qauivalence. The latter provides

a means of assessing the stability of test results over a
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period of time, if the two forms are not administered in
Immediate succession.
Standardized instruments used to establish academic

aptitude were the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Testl and the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children.2 Standardized

measures of academic performance used were the Stanford

Achievement Test3 and the Wide Range Achlevement 'I'est.h

Ii addition to the standardized measures of academiec
aptitude and academic performance, several unstandardized
measures were employed to assess the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers and the two measures of self-

perception,

Measures of Academic Aptitude

Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tgsts. The Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test 1s considered a generally accepte-

able group test of intelligence. Reviews by Freeman (1959),

11. Lorge, R. L. Thorndike, and E, Hagen, The Lorge=
Thorndike Intelligence Tests (New Yorks: Houghton MIff1 in,

198LY.
2D. Wechsler, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chil-
dren (New York: Psychological Corporation, I98).

JT. L. Kelley, R, Madden, E, F., Gardner, and H. C,
Rudman, Stanford Achlievement Test (New Yorks Harcourt Brace,
and World, 1966),

hJ. F, Jastak and S, R, Jastak, The Wide Range Achieve-
ment Test (Wilmington, Delaware: Guidance Assocliates, 19
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Millholland (1959), and Pidgeon (1959) all classify it among
the best of avallable group tests of intelligence (Buros,

1959). Anastasi (1961) chooses the Lorge-Thorndike Intelli-

gence Test, Ievel 3 as an 1llustration of group intelligence

tests for elementary age children.
According to the authors of the test (Lorge et al.,
196l1), the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests are a measure

of abstract intelligence designed to assess "the abllity to
work with ideas and the relationship among. ideas [p. L.]."
The Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests are avallable at five

educational levels, Ievel 3, for grades ll-6, is appropriate
to the sample selected for the present study. The test, at
this level, is divided into two sections: Verbal and Non-

R N R

verbal. The subtests comprising the Verbal section are
Sentence Completlion, Verbal Classification, Arithmetic
Reasoning, and Vocabulary. Non=-verbal subtests include

Figure Classification, Number Series, Figure Analogies.

The standardization of the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests
1s considered one of its major streﬁgths (Freeman, 1959).
The complete battery was standardized by testing 136,600
children in Ll communities in 22 states. The communities
were selected on the basis of a composite of factors found
to be assoclated with the measured intelligence of children
In the community. ‘ ‘

Anastasi (1961) considered the high reliambility of
Lorge-Thorndike IQ's to be one of its chief sources of




strength. Other reviewers of the test (Freeman, 1959;
Millholland, 19595 Pidgeon, 1959) also endorse 1ts reli-

ability as being satisfactory (Buros, 1959). Reliabilities
were estimated by alternate forms and also odd-even correla-
tions. For ILevel 3, alternate forms coefficients, obtained
from data on 72l fifth grade students, were .896 for the
Verbal section and .81l for the Non-verbal section. 0dd-
even reliability coefficients were reported as .940 for both
Verbal and Non-verbal parts of the test (Anastasi, 1961).
The standard error of measurement for Level 3 1s about four
IQ points for the Verbal section and about six IQ points for
the Non-verbal section (Anastasi, 1961). Freeman (1959)
cautioned, however, that the seemingly satisfactory standard
errors of measurement were determined upon only a "moderate
number of cases" and recommended that the standard error of
measurement should be considered as a tentative estimate

only.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children §WIS 2. The

WISC is generally accepted as one of the most adequete of
individual measures of general intelligence for children..
Anastasl (1961) and Cronbach (1961) concurred that the reli-
abilities of the WISC are sufficiently adequate for the usual
testing purposes., Split-half reliabilities were reported

for the WISC which were computed from samples of 200 cases

in each of three age groups: 7 1/2, 10 1/2, and 13 1/2 years
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of age. Verbal Scale reliability coefficients were .88, .96,

end .96 respectively. Performance Scale reliablility coeffl-
cients were .92, .95, and .9, respectively (Anastasi, 1961).

Measures of Academlic Achlevement

Stanford Achlevement Test. Bryan (1965) and Stake

and Hastings (1965) considered the 196l edition of the Stan-

ford Achlevement Test to be a reputable instrument for

evaluating achievement (Buros, 1965). The level of the
Stanford Achievement Test appropriate to the sample selected

for this study is Intermediate II for grade six which 1s
composed of the following subtests: Word Meaning, Paragraph
Meaning, Spelling, Language, Arithmetic Applications, Social
Studies, and Science.~ Reliasbilities for the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test were reported as split-half coefficients corrected

by the Spearman-Brown formula and the Kuder-Richardson for-
mula #20 estimates, The sample for these estimates consisted
of 1,000 cases drawn randomly from 76 school systems. The

medlan split-half rellabllity coefficlents for the Stanford

Achievement Test was .90. The coefficients ranged from .85

for the Arithmetic Concepts subtest to .95 for the Language
subtest. The median coefficient for the Kuder-Richardson
#20 estimates was .90. By this method, the coefficients
ranged from .87 for the Arithmetic Comprehension and Arith-
metic Concepts subtests to .93 for the Language subtest,
Stake and Hastings (1965) concluded that the split-half and
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Kuder-Richardson #20 coefficients were generally as high as
those reported for any of the other currently avallable

standardized tests.

Wide Range Achievement Test. The 1965 revision of
the Wide Range Achievement Test is composed of three sub-
tests (Arithmetic, Spelling, and Reading) each of which 1is
divided into two levels. Ievel I is considered appropriate
for use with children between the ages of 5 years-0 months
and 11 years-11 months, ILevel II 1s designed for use with
persons from 12 years-0 months to adulthood. Because of the
recency of the latest revision of the Wide Range Achievement
Test, reviews of the test are not readily avallable.

The manual of the Wide Range Achievement Test reported

only split-half correlation coefficlents for each age group
and the two test levels, These data were obtained from
samples of 200 individuals "selected in such a way as to
represent probability distributions of acﬁievement based on
normative data [p. 131." The age group most llkely to be
represented 1in the presént study are ages 10, 11, 12, and

13. Split-half relidbi};ties for these age groups on the
Reading subtest were .990, .982, 986, and .987, respectively.
On the Spelling subtest, the reliasbilities reported for the
above age groups were .981, .982, .972, and .982, respectively.,
Split-half reliabilities for the same age groups on the
Arithmetic subtest were 948, .945, 940, and «947, respec-
tively. For all three subtests at all age levels, standard




51
errors of measﬁrement were reported that were less than two
points. If procedures for determining the above reliablilities
were acceptable, the coefficlents reported would be con-
sidered adequate; however, ﬁhe procedures cited in the

manual for the Wide Range Achievement Test were not detailed

enough to permit such evaluation.

Unstandardized Measures

Student Self-Concept. Self-concept 1s assessed by

various methods one of which is a Q=-Sort. In the pfesent

study, self-concept was assessed by Bemnett's Self-Concept

_Q_-Sort;5 which is designed for use with elementary age chil-

dren . The statements which comprise the Self-Concept

_Q-Sort refer to the self-concept of the child in the school
setting. The étatements describe behaviors which are specif-
ically identifled as relatiﬁg to positive or negative self-
concept. The Self-Concept Q-Sort originally consisted of

two forms, each with 26 statements., These two forms were
administered to 32 sixth grade students. The rank order
correlations between the two forms was .86, Item analyses
indicated that only four palrs of items scored at a consist-

ency of less than 90%. Form 2 was selected for publication

5V. D. C. Eennett; "Development of a Self-Concept
Q-Sort for Use with Elementary Age School Children," Journal
of School Psychology, III (196L), 19-25.
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and appears in Appendix A. Bennett (196l)) reported a .3k

correlation between the Self-Concept Q-Sort and Iowa Tests

SEE L

of Basic Skills (which is significant beyond the .01 level

of confidence). A correlation of .25 (significant beyond
the .01 level of confidence) was found between the Self-

Concept Q-Sort scores and IQ scores from the Lorge-Thorndike

Intelligence Test and the California Test of Mental Maturity.
Bennett stated that the statements which comprise the Self-
Concept Q-Sort were adapted so as not to exceed the third
grade level in reading difficulty. It was necessary to usé

an unstandardized instrument like Bennett's Self-Concept

Q-Sort to assess self-concept for this study because of the
scarcity of research instruments available at the elementari

school level.

Student self-perception of achievement. Subjects were

asked to rate their scholastic achievement in response to
the following question: "How does your present school
achievement compare with the way you think you could be
doing? (a)'getter than expected, (b) As well as expected,

(¢) Not as well as expected, {d) Much worse than expected."

Student perception of control over environment. Stu-

dents were asked to respond to the following question:

"People like me don't have much of a chance in 1life. (a)




Agree, (b) Disagree, (c) Not sure,"©

Teacher judgment of achievement. Teachers were asked

to respond to the following question: "How does this stu-
dent's present scholastic achievement compare with his
academic potential? (a) Better than expected, (b) As well
as expected, {c) th as well as expected, (d) Much wérse

than expected,"
Procedure for Collection of the Data

The following section describes the menner in which

the data for the study were obtained. The Lorge-Thorndike
Intelligence Test, Level 3 and the Stanford Achievement Test,

Intermediate II were administered in the fall of 1967 to all
sixth grade students as part of the regular evaluation pro-
gram in the school system chogen for study. Scores pn.both
these instruments were obtainéd for each of yhe 150 students

selected for the study,

Scores on the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test are
reported separately for the Verbal and the Non-verbal poxr=
tions of the test in terms of deviation IQ's, grade per-
centiles, gradé;eqﬁivalqnts, and age equivalents., Cronbach

(1961) reported that intercbrgelations of both Verbal and

v6J. S. Coleman, Equality of Educational Opportunity

(Washington, D.C.: U,S, Department of Health, Educatlon, and
Welfare, Office of. Education,.1966), p. 202,
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Non-verbal parts of the test range from .66 to .68. He
therefore concluded that differences between the Verbal and
Non-verbal scores would not be significant for the majority

of pupils. The Lorge-Thorndike IQ utilized in the present

]

study was the mean of the Verbal and Non-verbal grade equiv
alent scores,

Scores on the Stanford Achievement Test are reported

separately for each of the nine subtests. Norms are reported
in percentile ranks, stanines, grade scores, and grade equiv=-

alents., The technical manual for the Stanford Achievement

Test (1966) suggested that the median of these subtests be
used if a total achievement score is desired. For the pur-
poses of this study, the median grade equivalent of a sub-

ject's Stanford Achiévement Test subtest scores was used td

represent his total achlevement on the Stanford Achievement

Test.

In addition to the tests mentioned above, each student
selected for study was administered a test battery which
included the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, Wide

Range Achievement Test, Self-Concept Q-Sort, a question

relating to student self-perception of achievement, and a
question relating to student perception of control over

environment., On the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chil-

dren, the Full Scale Quotient was used as a measure of

general intellectual functioning. The Wide Range Achievement

Test ylelds separate subtest scores for Reading, Spelling,
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and Arithmetic. For the purposes of this study, the mean

of the three subtests was used to represent total achieve-

ment on the Wlde Range Achievement Test.

Scores on the Self-Concept Q-Sort theoretically could

range from plus 50 to minusISO. Bennett7 recommended the use
of a'median split on the distribution under study to deter-
mine positivé or negative self-concept.

Midterm grades in the following sub jects were obtained
and averaged for each student: Read;ng, Language, Spelling,
Writing, Geography, History, Health, Science, and Arith-
metic., Midway through‘the school year, each student's
teacher was asked for his judgment regarding the relétion-
ship between the academ;c expectancy of the puplil and his
academic performance. " |

These data, described in the preceding paragraphs were
used to select undgrachievers-by each of the methods dis-
cussed in the next sec¢tion. A'separate analyslis of data was
made for each of four}samplesgp.(a) Analysis I: random
sample of 100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 stu-
dents with IQ's below 99. '(c)fAnalysis III: sample of 50
students with IQ's froml90 thrdugh 110, and (d) Analysis IV
sample of 50 students with IQ's sbove 110.

7Bennett, personal communication, October 6, 1967,

Woopst
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Methods of Defining Underachlevement

% This section describes the methods of selecting under-

| achievers and the selected varisbles which were used in this
?" | study. It will be noted that all methods of selecting under-
\‘ achievers used in the present study were based on the rela=-
tive discrepancy in standard scores between some meesure of
academic aptitude and some measure of academic performance.
Operational definitions of underachievement for Methods 1
through 6 and Method 9 were formed at three levels of
discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and aca-
demic performance.,

Method 1l: Selection of Underachievers by

Discrepancy between g Standardized Group

Measure of Academic Aptitude and a

Standardized Group Measure of
Academlc Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test. Academic performance was

measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. Grade equivalents

from both tests were obtained for each student. Underachieve-
ment was operationally defined at three levels of discrepancy
between academic aptitude and performahcez .(a) A grade equiv=-
alent score for academic performance ﬁhich was .5 grade levels
~or more below the grade equivalent score for academic apti-
tude;‘(b) A grade equivalent score for academic performance
which was 1.0 grade levels or more below the grade equivalent

3 score for academic aptitude; and (c) A grade equivalent
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score for academic performance which was 1.5 grade levels or

more below the grade equivalent score for academic aptitude,

Method 2: Selection of Underachievers by
Discrepancy between a Standardized
Individual Measure of Academic Aptitude
and a Standardized Group Measure of
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established ty the Wechsler

Intelligence Scale for Childreﬁ (WISC). Academic performance

was measured by the Stanford Achievement Test., Standard

scores (z scores) from both tests were obtained for each
student.s The z score was determined for each subject's WISC

score and Stanford Achievement Tsst score by using the mean

and stendard deviation of their respective standardization
samples, Underachievemeht wes then operationally defined at
three levels of»discrepancy beﬁﬁeen academic aptitvde and
academic performance; ;(a) Azetendard score for academic
performance which wese,S;or ﬁdrefbelow”%he standard score
for academiec aptitude;‘fe) A.standard score for academic
performance which was 1.C or*ﬁbre below the standard score
for academic aptitude;fend (e);A standard score for academic
performance which was lQS or?mereébelow the standard score

for academic aptitude.

Method 3: Selection of Underachievers b
Discre ancy between a ~Standardized 1ndi-
vidual Measure of Academic Aptitude and

8 Sstandardized Individual . Measure of
Ica emiC‘?%rformance ‘

Academic aptitude was established by the Wechsler

o .
U, SN
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Intelligence Scale for Children. Academic performance was

measured by the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT). Standard

scores (deviation IQ's, i.e., quotients which have a fixed
mean of 100 and standard deviation of 15) were obtalned from
both tests for each student. Underachlevement waé opera-
tionally defined at three levels of discrepancy between aca-
demic aptitude and academlc performance:? (a) A quotient for

academic performance which was 7.5 polnts or more (.5 standard

deviation) below the quotient for academic aptitude; (b) A
i quotient for academic performance which was 15 points or
% more (1.0 standard deviations) below the quotient for aca-
i demic aptitude; and (c) A quotient for academic performance
| which was 22.5 points or more (1.5 standard deviations) below
the quotient for academic aptitude.
Method li: Selection of Underachievers by
DIscrepancy between a Standardized Group
Measure of Academic Aptitude and a

Standardlized lndividual Measure of
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge-

§ Thorndike Intelligence Tests. Academlc performance was

measured by the Wide Range Achievement Test. OStandard

scores (z scores) were obtained for each subject's Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test score and Wide Range Achileve-

ment Test score by using the mean and the standard deviation

of theilr respective standardization sahples. Underachieve-

ment was then operationally defined at three levels of

: EC
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discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic perform-
ance: (a) A standard score for academic performance which
was .5 or more below the standard score for academic apti-
tude; (b) A standard score for academic performance which
was 1.0 or more below the standard score for academic apti-
tude; and (c) A standard score for academic performance which
was 1.5 or ﬁore below the standard score for academic
aptitude,

Method 5: Selection of Underachievers by
Discrepancy between a Standardized Group

VMeasure of Academic Aptitude and
Teacher Grades (GPA)

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge=-

Thorndike Intelligence Test. Academic performance was mease-

ured by grade point average. Standard scores (z scores) on
both measures were obtained for each student. The 2 score

was determined for each subject's Lorge-Thorndike score by

usling the mean and sténdard'defiation of the standardization
sample. The z scor§ was obtailned for each subject's grade
point average by using the mean and standard deviation of
the grade point averagés in the randomly selected group of
100 students chosenﬁfoérthe'gtudy. Underachievement was
then defined at three 1eve1s’of discrepancy between academic
aptitude and academic performance: (a) A standard score for
- academic performance which was .5 or more below the standard

score for academic aptitude; (b) A standard score for aca-

demic performance which was 1.0 or more below the standard

ERIC
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score for academic aptitude; and (c) A standard score for
academic performance which was 1.5 or more below the standard

score for academlc aptitude.

Method 6: Selection of Underachievers by
Discrepancy between a Standardized Indi-
vidual Measure of Academic Aptitude and
Teacner Grades (GPA) )

Academic aptitude was established by the Wechsler

Intelligence Scale for Children., Academic performance was

measured by grade point average. Standard scores (z scores)

were obtained for each student. The z score was determined

for each subject's score on the Wechsler Inteiligence Scale
for Children by using the mean and standardized deviation of

the standardizatibn sample, The 2z score was obtalined for
each subject's grade point average by using the mean and the
standard deviation of the grade point averages in the ran-
domly selected group of 100 students chosen for study.
Underachievement was then defined at three levels of discrep-
ancy between academic aptitude and academic performance: (a)
A standard score for academic performance which was .5 or
more below the standard score for academic aptitude; (b) A
standard score for academic performance which was 1.0 or
more below the standard score for academic aptitude; and (c¢)
A standard score for academic performance which was 1.5 or

more below the standard score for academic aptitude,
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Method 7: Selection of Underachievers
by Student Judgment of Achievement

The student was asked to rate on paper his scholastic
achlevement in response to the following question: ™How
does your present school achievement compare with the way

you think you could be doing: (a) Better than expected, (b)

As well as expected, (c) Not as well as expected, (d) Much
worse than expected.," Students rating themselves in either
of categories ¢ or d were considered underachlievers by self-
rating.

Method 8: Selection of Underachievers
by Teacher Judgment of Achievement

Midway in the school term, teachers of children in
the study were asked to rate their scholastic achievement in
response to the following question: "How does this student's
present scholastic achievement compare with his academic
potential: (a) Better thaniexpected, (b) As well as
expected, (c) Not as well as expected, (d) Much worsé than
expected." Students receiving ratings in either of cate-
gories ¢ or 4 were cons;deredruﬁderachievers by teacher

rating,

Method 9: Selection of Underachisvers by
a Cilnic Procedure . - .

The psychological serviges.of the school system from
whlch the data were obtalned used an adaptation of Jastak's

procedure for evaluating achievement and basic personal
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ad justment. The adapted Jastak procedure is based on factor

analysis of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children and

lthe Wide Range ‘Achievement Test. Factors identiflied were

(a) Altitude, (b) Verbal, (¢) Reality, (4) Motivational, and

(e) Psychomotor. Altitude is taken as a measure of academic

aptitude; the other four factors are taken as measures of
academic performance, In the adapted Jastak procedure, the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 1is 1abeléd General

Ability and 1is used as an indicator of academic performance.

Altitude is defined as the maximum level of person-

ality integration for a gilven individual., It suggests an
jdeal intellectual potential which may be déveloped to vary-
ing degrees but never fully reached. Therefore, the expected
ability range, a modification of the altitude factor, is
substituted for it, Expected Ability is an aptitude score
which indicates the level of ability which an individual can
realistically be expected to demonstrate in relation to his
potential, Expected Ability (in our terms, academic aptitude),
is determined in the following manner. Subtest scores from

both the Wechsler Intelligenée Scale for Children and the

Wide Range Achievement Test are expressed as quotients. The

three highest quotlents are weighted and averaged to deter=-
mine the altitude quotient. The expected gbility quotient

1s 87% of the altitude quotient. Academic aptitude is

expressed in terms of the expected ability quotient.

The Verbal Factor is considered an indicator of an
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individual's language and communication skills. The Reality

Factor 1s considered an indicator of the appropriateness of

an individual's behavior. The Motivational Factor is cone

sidered an indicator of an individual's performaﬂce on tasks
which require persistent and éﬁrposeful activity. The Psycho-
motor Factor 1is consideréd:an indicator of an individual's
demonstrated muscular co-ordination and efficiency. The é
Verbal, Reality, Motivational, and Psychomotor Factors are |
expressed as quotients, These quotients are computed from

welghted subtest scores from the Wechsler Intelligence Scale

for Children and the Wide Raggé Achievement Test which are

designated by Jastak's factbr'analysis. General Abllity
(the WISC Full Scale Quotient) is considered an indicator of y
demonstrated general intellectual functioning.

Each of the above factor quotients (Verbal, Reality,
Motivational, Psychomotor, énd General Ability) was compared
with the Expected Ability Quotient. Underachievement for
each of the Jastak factors and General Ability was opera-'
tionally defined at each.of thfeellevels of discrepancy
between academic aptitudé and terformance° (a) A factor
quotient which was 5 SD or more (7.5 points or more) below
the Expected Ability QuotientS° (b) A fgctor quotient which
was 1.0 SD or more. (15-points or more) below the Expected ° g

Ability Quotient; and (c) A factor quotient which was 1.5 SD

or more (22,5 points or more) below the Expected Ability

Quotient,
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Variable A: Student Academic
Self-Concept

In this study, positive or negative self-concept was

established on the basis of performance on the Self-Concept

Q-Sort developed by Bennett for use with elementary age chil-

dren. Negative self-concept in this study was considered a

score on the Self-Concept Q-Sort which was below the median

score for the random sample of 100 students,

Variable B: Student Perception of
Control Over Environment

Following the student's rating of his own achlevement,
he was asked to evaluate on paper a statement suggested by
Coleman (1966) to measure feeling of control over one's
environment: "People like me don't have much of a chance to
be successful in life." (a) Agreé, (b) Disagree, (c) Not

sure. A negative rating was considered to be either a or c.

Treatment of the Data8

Two major treatments were performed on the data. Both
treatments were appropriate for use with dichotomized data.
In this study, data from each method of defining underachieve-
ment and from each variable have been dichotomized into the

the following categories: (a) Students selected as

8The writer 1is indebted to Dr. Roy Sommerfeld for his
assistance on the statistical treatment of the data and to
John Gunn for programming the data for computer services,
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underachievers by a given method or variable; and (b) Stu-

dents not selected as underachievers by a given method or

variable,

Cochran's Test

Cochran's test (Hayes, 1965) was used to investigate
the probability that selection as an underachiever would be
equally distributed across six objective methods of selecting
underachievers, two subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers, and a five-part clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers., Thils test is ¢onsidered appropriate for
repeated observations where the dependent variable can take
on only two values,

The statistie for Cochran's Eest is the following:

J -2
J(J - 1): . (Yj - T)
Q= - J=1

e h - 2
&9 9
\k J Kk
number of subjects

number of observations or conditions
1l for success; 0 for failure

XY = marginal total for row K
YJ =ZY = merginal total for column J
AL IR R

where

MRS
N
huwunu

J

J b N ’
Hayes stated that for a'relgtiﬁély large K, the distribution

is approximately like that of X2 for J - 1 degrees of freedom,
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when the hypothesis is true that the probabllity of selection

as an underachiever is constant over all treatments of J

(Hayes, 1965).

Tetrachoric Correlation (rt)

In order to compare each of seven methods of defining
underachievement and four selected variables, tetrachoric
correlstion was used. Tetrachoric correlation is appro=-
priaste in the case of two dichotomized variables when 1t can
be assumed that both variables are essentially continuous
and normally distributed (Edwards, 196h; Garrett, 1961).

There are several existing foémulas for determining
‘tetrachoric correlation coefficients. Most of the available
methods for obtaining tetrachoric correlations are formulas
which yileld approximations of.rt and have some restrictions
attached to them. Edwards (196lL) and Garrett (19L7) both
presented estimations of the tetrachoric correlation coeffi-
cient which are appropriate when categories are formed by
assigning scores or traits above the median of a distribu-
tion to one category and scores or traits below the median
of é distribution to another category. Computation diagrams
for the calculation of a larger number of tetrachoric r's have
been devised by Thurstone and his assoclates (Gheséire,
Saffir, and Thurstone, 1933). Edwards pointed out, however,
that the points of division on the variables involved must

be taken into consideration in the use of these tables
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(Edwards, 196l1). Calculation of the standard error for
tetrachoric correlation coefficients presents another 4iffi-
culty in the use of tetrachoric r's 1n statistlical analysis,
Garrett (19),7) stated that thé standard error of rt=is from
50 to 100% larger than the standard error of a product-moment
coefficient of the same size and based on the same sample
size. ﬁ

For more specific information on the calculation of
tetrachoric correlation éoefficients and the .standard error,

Garrett (191.7) referred to Statistical Procedures and Their

Mathematical Bases by Peteré and Van Voorhis. The nature of

the data in the present study required that tetrachoric cor-
relations be calculated by a ﬁethod in which the variables
have not necessarily Been diéhotomized at the medisns. The
following formla by Pearson from Peters and Van Voorhis

(1940) was chosen for use in the study.

r =‘tksinﬂ'y ad - Vo
2 Vad + Vbe

cases selected by category 1
cases not selected by category 1
cases selected by category 2
cases not selected by category 2

where

0 o'®

For testing the null hypothesis, i.e., that there is no
relationship between»twq‘givegicategories, Peters and Van
Voorhis recomménded the'folldwihg formula for probable error
of tetrachoric r when r equaié 0, but h and k (the distances

of the dichotomic lines) have any values:?
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F" P.E. of r, when
h the true r is 0 = 0-67LL5‘/(3 +b)(a +c)(d +b)(d + c)

N .
2%k
- O.6
7\1;_}53_ phthqu
thk

Confidence levels for testing the hypothesis of no relation=
ship between two dichotomized variables were established at
.05 and .0l levels of significance (Garrett, 197), Table

18)., Where there were insufflicient data to compute' corre-

i A e Bty i S A bl s

lation coefficients between varisbles, the relationship was

i 1abeled indeterminate. (Computations were performed on the

IBM S/360 Model LO Computer located in the Computation Center

of the University of North Cerolina at Chapel Hill,) |
The following chapter' presents the results of the

investigation proper.

s —
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION AND DISCUSSION

As previously stated, the purpose of this investiga-
tion was to explore the interrelationships among varilous
methods of selecting underachievers in the elementary.grades.
Chapter I proposed the problem to be Investigated and related
the problem to sélected literature on underachievement.,
Information concerning the sub jects, instrumentation, proce-
dure, definitions, anc! treatment of the data was reported in
Chapter II. The present chapter reports the findings of the
investigation and also includes discussion of the findings
and their implications,

In order to investigate the Interrelationships among'
six objective methods of select .ng underachievers, two sub-
“Jective methods of selecting underachievers, and two variables
frequently associated with underachievement tetrachoric
correlation coefficients were computed among the nine methods
and two varisbles. An overallwtest for the interrelation-
ships among the six objective methods, the two subgective
methods, and the five-part clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers was ma&e by means: of the Cochran's test,
Computations were made;ror tﬁree levels of discrepancy

between measures of academic aptitude and academic
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performance: (a) a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, (b) a
discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, and (o) a discrepancy of le5
SD or more.

Four separate analyses were made using different
samples from a sixth grade white male population: (a) a
random sample of 100 students, (b) a sample of 50 students
with IQ's below 90, (c) a sample of 50 students with IQ's
from 90 through 110, and (d) a sample of 50 students with

IQ's above 110,
Tt should be noted that some of the tetrachoric

correlation coefficients were indeterminate for the samples
chosen for this study, Coefficients were unobtalnable when
too few cases occurred in one or more quadrants of the tWo=
by-two contingency table required to compute the tetrachoric %

correlation coefficient. , ]
Subsidiary Data

In order to provide some additional information con-
sidered pertinent to the interrelationships Qmong various
methods of selecting underachlevers, correlation coefficlents
were computed between the specific measures of academic
aptitude and the specific measures of academic performance
which were used in Methods 1 through 6 and Method 9. Data
from the random sample of 100 sixth grade males was used.

Table 1 reports the intercorrelations of the aptitude

measures. The aptitude measures used were: (a) The Lorge-
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TABIE 1

Intercorrelatlions of the Aptltude Measures
Used in Methods 1 through 6 and Method 9
for the Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Apitude Aptitude Measures |

Measures WISC EAQ

- ' '. 71 gt .71 oiHt :

WISC ' 9277

EAQ i
’H‘p_ <o 061 .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Thorndike Intellipence Tests (rLT), (b) Wechsler Intelli-
gence Scale for Children (WISC), and (c) Expected Abllity

Quotient (EAQ) from the adapted Jastak procedure.

As will be noted from Table 1, all the correlation
coefficients between the measures cf academic aptitude were
significant beyond the .00l level.,

Table 2 reports the intercorrelations of the achieve-
ment measures. The achievement measures used were: (a)

Stanford Achievement Test (St.A.T.), (b) Wide Range Achieve-

ment Test (WRAT), (c) Grade point average (GPA), (d) Verbal

Factor (V), (e) Reality Factor (R), (f) Motivational Factor
(M), (g) Psychomotor Factor (P), and (h) General Ability (GA).

It will be seen from Table 2 that all the correlation
coefficlents between the measures of academic achievement
were significant beyond the .001 level.

Table 3 reports the intercorrelations of the achieve=-
ment measures and the aptitude measures. Measures used were i
the same as those included in Tables 1 and 2.

A reference to Table' 3 will show that all the corre-
lation coefficients between the measures of academic aptitude
and the measures of academic achievement were significant
beyond the .001 level, It should be noted that, for the
purpbses of this study, the WISC Full Scale Quotlent was
also called General Ability, thus accounting for the corre-
lation coefficient of .999 between WISC scores and General
Ability. Computer translation of decimal system data to

A i Tox: Provided by ERIC

~ERIC




TABLE 2

Intercorrelations of the Achievement Measures
Used 1In Methods 1 through 6 and Method 9

for the Random Sample of 100

Sixth Grade Males
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TABIE 3

Intercorrelations of the Achievement Measures
and the Aptitude Measures Used in Methods 1
through 6 and Method 9 for the Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

g
b
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; Achievement Aptitude Measures
{ Measures ToT WISC EAQ
2 SteA.Te . 8o J750% R o) g
WRAT 787 , 703 , 668+
. ; GPA R Y L 6ol
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binary system data for processing and the translation of
binary system to decimal system data and resulted in an
infinite repeating decimal of 999, rather than a correla- k
tion coefflcient of 1.0,

Discussion

The findings reported in Tables 1, 2, and 3 and the

Implications of these findings will provide a frame of
reference for considering the data reported and discussed in
Analyses I through IV which concerns the interrelationships
among various relati?e discrepancy methods of selecting
underachlevers,

le The highly significant intercorrelations (.001
level) among the aptitude measures used in this study

suggest, for the random sample, a high degree of relation-

ship among the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests, the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, and the Expected

Ability Quotient of the adapted Jastak procedure.
2. The highly significant intercorrelations (.001
level) among the achievement measures used in this study

suggest, for the rahdom sample, a high degree of relation-

ship among the Stanford‘Achievement Test, the Wide Range ﬁ

Achievement Test, and the adapted Jastak factors. It should
be pointed out however, that the interrelationships among the

Jaétak factors would tend to:.raise a question regarding the

T —y,

statistical independence of these factors.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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3. The highly significant intercorrelations (.001
level) between the measures of academic aptitude and the
measures of academic performance used in this study suggest,
for the random sample, a high degree of relationship between
academic aptitude and academic achievement.

In view of the ihterrelationships reported in the
preceding paragraphs, it might be expected that intercorre-
lations among methods of selecting underachievers based on
the relative discrepancy in standard score units between
aptitude and performance (using the same measures discussed
above) would tend to be statistically significant, In the
four analyses which follow, it will be seen that such was
not the case. A possible interpretation would be that when
significant correlation coefficients did not occur between
methods of selecting underachievers, the non-significant
correlation coefficients could be attributed to other than
chance flubtuation. An alternative interpretation rests on
the probability that a number of correlation coefficients w
will attain statistical significance due to the chance ?
f fluctuation which occurs when a large number of interrela- }
tions are computed.

i The specific questions raiéed in Chapter I will now
be considered in the order in which they were presented in

Chapter I for each of the four separate analyses mentioned

AT e e s

previously. Discussion of the results and their implications

will follow the presentation of data for each question,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Analysls I: Randomly Selected Group

of 100 Students

Question 1l: Is the Probability of
Selection as an Underachicver Equally
Distributed across Six ObjGotive
Methods of Selecting Underachievers,
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting
ﬁﬁaérachievers, and a Five-Part Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers,
for Each of Three Levels of Discrepe-
ancy between Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

7

Table | reports the values for the Cochran's Test at

three levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude and

performance. It will be seen from Table l that the values

for the Cochran's Test, at all three levels of diserepancy,

were significant at the .01 level.

Discussion., The findings reported in Table L indicate

that selection as an underachiever was not equally probable

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

the two subjective methods, and the five~part clinic procedure

for selecting underachievers;' The larger values obtained for

1.0 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more discrepancy between apti-

tude and performance suggest'that the size of the discrepancy

selected for defining underachievement may affect the inter-

relationships among thé'nineﬁméthods of selecting under-

achlevers in a random sample of 100 sixth grade students,

Question 2: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the SixX Objective
Methods of Selecting Underachievers
or Each of Three Levels of Discrep-
ancy between lMeasures of Acaismic

Aptitude and Academic .Performance?

e
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|
: TABIE |}
Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
. Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
E” Performance for Random Sample of
;" 100 Sixth Grade Males
Ievels of Discrepancy
Sample
¢5- 8D 1.0 SD 1.5 SD
| 23t 23 44
Random Semple 50,82 131,17 296,287
2
P < .01,
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Table 5 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela=-
tions among the six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between
measures of academic aptitudé and academic performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers.

It will be seen from the intercorrelations reported
in Table 5 that correlation coefficients significant at the
«01 level were found between the following methods of
selecting underachievers: (a) Method 1 and Methods 2, L, 53
(b) Method 2 and Methods 1, 3, 63 (c¢) Method 3 and Methods
2, I, 6; (d) Method li and Methods 1, 3, 5; (e) Method 5 and
Methods 1, l, 6; and (f) Method 6 and Methods 2, 3, 5.
Correlation coefficients.between the following methdds were
non-significant at the .05 level: (a) Method 1 and Methods
3, 63 (b) Method 2 and‘Mbthods by 5; (c) Method 3 and
Methods 1, 5; (d) Method u‘and Methods 2, 63 (e) Method 5
and Methods 2, 3; and (f) Method 6 and Methods 1, L.

A synthesis of the above data indicates that for a
discrepancy of .5 SD or more a correlation coefficient
between two methods,of;selectiﬁg underachievers was signif-
lcant at the .01l level whenever the two methods used either
the same measure bf a¢ademic*aptitude or the same measure of
academic performance,

Table 6 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-
tions among the si; objéctivé methodé of selenting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between




TABIE 5

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Ob jective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academle
Aptitude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

| Ob jective Methods of Selecting
Ob jective Methods Underachievers
of Selecting ‘
Underachievers Method Method Method Mb;hod Meghod
2 3
Method 1% L3 s L6158 Lso3 257
344 3%
Method 2° 672" 016 .218  .678
338 332
Method 30 5208 .118 555 )
2634
Method 4% L1597 4023
3456
Method 56 . 751
Method 6f

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike ard Stanford
Achievement Test. .

bpiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.

Cpiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dpiserepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

®piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
nyiscrepancy between WISC and GPA;

¥p < .05,
i < o1,

;
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TABIE 6

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Mgles

Objective Methods
of Selecting

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Underachlevers Method Method Method Method Method

2 .3 I 5 6
Method 12 237 .021 778" ,682% 123
Method 2° 778" L0085  .288 .83
Method 3° | 222 .32 789
Method L% .853% L2
Method 5° o177
Method 67

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford

Achlievement Test.

bDiscrepancy'between WISC and Stanford Achlevement

Test.

cDiscrepancy beﬁWeen'WISC and WRAT,

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

f

| *P.< .05,
-:'e-z:-E< oL

Discrepancy between:WISC and GPA.

-y oo
3
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measures of academic aptitude and academlc performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers,

Tt will be noted from the intercorrelations reported
in Table 6 that correlation coefficlents significant at the
.05 level were found between Method 1 and Method 5 and
between Method li and Method 5. Correlation coefficlents
significant at the .0l level were found between the follow-
ing methods of selecting underachlevers: (a) Method 1 and
Method L3 (b) Method 2 and Methods 3, 6; (¢) Method 3 and
Methods 2, 6; (d) Method l. and Methods 1, 6; and (e) Method
6 and Methods 2, 3. Correlation cosefficients for the follow-
ing methods were non-significant at the .05 level: (a)
Method 1 and Methods 2, 3, 63 (b) Method 2 and Methods 1, l,
5s (c) Method 3 and Methods 1, U, 5; (d) Method l. and Methods
2, 3, 5; (e) Method 5 and Methods 2, 3, 6; and (f) Method 6
and Methods 1, L, 5.

A synthesis of the above data indicates, for a discrep=-
ancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude and performance, that
a correlation coefficient between two methods of selecting
underachievers was significant whenever the two methods used
the same measure of academic aptitude.

Table 7 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-
tions among the six objective methods of selecting under=-
achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between
measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used a8 the criterion for selecting underachlevers.
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TABLE 7 |
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six ;
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers ;
at 1,5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic | :
Aptitude and Performance for Random *
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective Methods Ob jective Methods of Selecting |
of Selecting Underachlevers f
Underachievers Mothod Method Method Method Method é
2 3 L 5 6 §
e
Method 18 IND L2k .866%  IND IND §
Method 2P .888%  1IND IND  .921% §

Method 3¢ 757 IND  ,672
Method L& IND IND :
L
Method 5°© IND |

Methoa 6T

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient .
for this sample. *

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.,

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.

®Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dﬂiscrepancy‘between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.
®Discrepancy betwsen Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA~

¥p < .05, -

ity

R < .01,
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It will be seen from Table 7 that of the correlation |
coefficients obtained at a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, 9
of the 15 coefficients were unobtainable for the sample under
study. Correlation coefficients significant at the .05 Jlevel
were found between Methods 2 and 3, Methods 1 and l, and
Methods 5 and 6.

Discussion. The results for a discrepancy of .5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance indicate that in the

random sample of 100 male sixth grade students, there was a
relationship between two methods of selecting underachievers
when the methods employed either the same measures of aca-
demic aptitude or the same measure of academic performance.
Conslderation of this finding suggests the possibility that
o5 8D may be too small a discrepancy to indicate differences
between academic aptitude and academic performance due to
other than chance fluctuation.

The results for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

aptitude and performance indicate that in the sample under
study, there was a relationship between two methods of select-
ing underachievers when both methods used the samé measure of é
academic aptitude, Thus, in the present study, a correlation 5
coefficient between two methods of selecting underachievers
was significant (.05 level or .01 level) when both methods
employed elther a standardized group intelligence test or a
standardized individual intelligence test. This finding does

not support the frequently held assumption that a relationship
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exlsts between methods of selecting underachlevers which

employ the same criterion of academic performance. The data

for the Intercorrelations among the achlevement measures
themselves llkewise tends not to support a relatiomnship
Letween methods of selecting underachlievers which employ the
same criterlon of academic performance. A correlation

coefficient (.001 level) between the Stanford Achievement

Toest and the Wide Range Achlevement Test, between grade point

average and the Stanford Achlevement Test, and between grade

point average and the Wide Range Achlevement Test.

The findings for the 1.5 SD level of discrepancy, with
the majority of the coefficients indeterminate, suggests that
a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more may be too large to permit
comparisons among methods of selecting underachievers in a
sample of 100 subjects,

%gestion'iz What 1s the Relationshig
etween the Two Subjective Methods o
Selecting Underachlevers?

A correlation coefficient of ,265, which was signifi-
cant at the .05 level, was obtained between the two subjec=-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, dl.0., student
Jjudgment of achievement and teacher Judgment of achievement,
(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic
performance was not involved in the comparison between the

two subjective methods of selecting underachievers.)

Discussion. These results indicate that there was a

relationship between selection as an underachiever by student
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judgment of achlevement and selection as an underachlever by
teacher judgment of achievement for the random sample of 100

sixth grade boys.

Question lL: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Two Sub jective

TMothods of selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of
Selecting Underachievers, for each
0 roe Levels of Discrepancy
between Measures of Academic
Xptltude and Academic Terformance?

Table 8 records the results for the intercorrelations
among the two sub jective methods of selecting underachlevers
and the six objective methods of selecting underachlevers
when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between.academic aptitude
and academic performance was used by the objective methods
as a criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 8 will show that the correlation
coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 5 and 6 were
significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefflclents
petween Method 8 and Methods 5 and 6 were significant at the
.01 level. Significant correlation coefficients were not
found between Method 7 and Methods 1, 2, 3, and li nor between
Method 8 and Methods 1, 2, 3, and L.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two
sub jective methods of selecting underachievers and the six
objective methods, at a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between
aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 9,

Tt will be noted from Table 9 that all of the corre-
1ation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1 through 6

Lt 6 e . A < 4 s — g e
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TABIE 8

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Sub jective Methods and Six Objectlive Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective Methods of Selecting
Sub jective
Methods of Underachievers
Selecting Y b c d e f
Underachlevers Mb{hod Mbghod Mbghod Method Meghod Mbghod
Method 78 - | 113 .101 «253 .075 .312% .312%
Method 8" 127 o164 .238 .166 .558™ L5y

8piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achlievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

®Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

BSelection of underachievers by student. judgment of achlevement,

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achlevement,

*2< <05,

-::--:sB < .0l.
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TABLE 9

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Sub Jective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 1,0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Sub jJective Objective Methods of Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

Selecting T

Underachivers Method® Method Method® Methodd Method® Methodfl
1 © 2 .3 L 5 6

Method 78 +107 +049 «18Y +097 <017 .203

Method 8h .182 .150 .299" 549" IND .330%

Note.=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test,
cDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
dDiacrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

f fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,

8Selection of underachlevers by student judgment of achievement.
hSelection of underachlevers by teacher judgment of achievement.
"p < .05,

-:H"g< .01,
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were non-significant at the .05 level. The correlation
coefficients between Method 8 and Methods 3 and 6 were
significant at the .05 level. The coefficlent between )
Method 8 and Method l} was significant at the .0l level, %

Table 10 records the results for the intercorrelations
among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods, when a dilscrepancy of 1.5 SD
or more between aptitude and performance was»used as the
criterion for underachievement by the objective methods,

It will be observed from Table 10 that four of the
correlation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1
through 6 were indeterminate for this sample. Correlation
coefficients significant at the .05 level were found between ;
Method 8 and Methods 2 and 3. The remaining coefficients . i
between Method 8 and the other methods were either non-signif-

icant at the .05 level or indeterminate for this sample,

Discussion. The results presented in the preceding

paragraphs show evidence of the following Iinterrelationships
among the two subjegtive methods of selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers
for the random sample of.100 gixth grade males:

l, When a discbepandy:df «5.SD or more between apti-
tude and performance was:used b&.the objective methods as the
criterion for selection as an‘underachiever, the findings

indicated a relationship between selection as an under-

achlever by student judgment of achievement and the two
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TABLE 10

Tetrachoric Corrslation Coefficlents Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

AN L ‘

; Sub jective Objective Methods of Selscting

. Methods of Underachlevers

porecting eps | Method® Method® Method® Methodd Method®  Methodf

g 1 2 3 L 5 6

‘“ Method 78 +270 +260 «3L0 .099 IND IND
Method 8P 148 L76% 56T .353 IND 066

3 Note,-=IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample,

aDiscrepa_ncy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achlevement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

'cDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

°Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

rDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,

8selection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hSelecticn of underachlevers by teacher judgment of achievement.

-::-R < .05.

p <L .01,
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objective methods of selecting underachievers which used
grade point average to establish academlc performance.

There was also a relationship between selectlion as an under-
achiever by teacher judgment of achlevement and the two
objective methods of selecting underachievers which used
grade point average to establish academic performance. The
findings for a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, however, did
not show evidence of a significant relationship between the
two subjective methods of selecting underachlievers and the
four objective methods of selecting underachievers which
used individual or group standardized achievement test data
to establish academic performance.

2. For a discrepancy pf 1.0 SD or more, the results
did not show evidence of a re}étionship between selection as
an underachiever by student judgment of achievement and any
of the six objectlve me?hods df selecting underachievers.,
The findings did indicate a relationship between selection
as an underachiever by~teachef judgment of achlevement and
by three of the six objective méfhods of selecting
underachievers. o |

3., When a discf@pancdef 1.5 SD or more was used,
the findings did nbt-éhqw evidence of a relationship between
selection as an’undérhéhievefjby student judgment of achieve-
ment and four‘Of the‘sik‘dbjective methods of selecting

underachievers, TW& of the cbefficients were indeterminate

for this sample., A feiationéhiﬁfwas found between selection
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as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achievement and §}
two of the six methods of selecting underachlevers. ET?

From the above discussion, it is suggested that the ]
interrelationships among the two subjective methods of ;1;

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods may 7ﬁﬂ
have some implications for the criteria by which students i%“
and teachers select underachievers. %Eg
For example, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion %k
for underachievement, students whose grades were thus only |
slightly below thelr potentiai tended to be selected by
their teachers as underachievers and to select themselves ¥
as underachievers. The results did not, however, suggest a ’
tendency for students with group or individual standardized
achlevement test scores slightly below theilr potentigl to bve
selected by their teachers as underachlevers. When the |
discrepancy between aptitude and performance was increased g ]

to 1.0 SD and ebove or 1.5 SD and above for the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, students selected L
as underachievers by their teachers tended to Ye selected as ]ﬁ

underachlevers by at least two of the six objective methods.

However, students who selected themselves as underachlievers ‘g

tended not to be selected as underachievers by any of the

six objective methods of selecting underachievers when

discrepancies of 1.0 SD and above or 1.5 SD and above were .

used as criteria for underachievement,
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These considerations suggest that a question may be

raised regarding the criterion by which students and teachers

| select underachievers, It 1s possible that for the sample

under study, the criterion by which students and teachers
judged underachievement maj not, In effect, have been based
on the relative discrepancyAbetween academic aptitude and
academic performance, as requested. Other factors may have
entered into the subjectlve selection of underachievers by
teachers and students., For example, students might have
evaluated their own achievement in terms of criterla such as
perception of teacher approval, academic self-concept,
perceived competence (social or academic) in relation to
other students, inasccurate appraisal of their own intelli-
gence, and the like. Teachers might have used such criteria
as acceptability of student behavior, similarity of teacher
and student non-academic values, students' academic perform-
ance in relation to the performance of other students,
inaccurate appraisal of students’ academic aptitude, etec.
Question‘gz What Are the Incerrela-

tionships among the Five Farts of .

the Clinic Procedure for SETEEtIE@A

Underachievers, for each of Three

Tevels of Discrgpancv between:
mic Aptitude and

Performance?

Table 11 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
flve parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of «5 8D or more between the

<<<<<




TABLE 1l

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

d
The Clinic The Clinic Procedure

Procedure \'s R M P
. ctor Factor Factor Factior

GA Factor® .603%¥ . 660 .003 6587
V Factor® .333* .370* . 379°H
R Factor® 205 22
M Factord .600™*
I Factor® |

aDiscrepancy between Expected Abillity Quotient
and “eneral Ablility Factor,.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient
and Verbal Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Abillity Quotient
and Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient s
and Motivatlonal Factor. :

®Discrepancy between Expectec Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

*ﬁg<< .05,

-”*2 < .01,




Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see
Chapter II, page 62) was used as the criterion for under-
achievement,.

A reference to Table 11 will show that of the 10
correlation coefficients obtained, 5 were significant at the
.01 level and 2 were significant et the .05 level. Only 3 ?
of the 10 coefficients were non-significant at the «05 level.

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the
clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a dis-

crepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are summarized in

Table 12.

Tt will be seen from Table 12 that among the 10
correlation coefficients obtained, L were indeterminate for
the sample under study, 2 were significant at the .0l level,
1 was significant at the .05 level, and 3 were non-
significant at the .05 level.

Table 13 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under- f
achievers when a‘discrepancy of 1,5 SD or more between aca;
demic aptitude and performance was used as the criterion
for underachievement,

It will be seen from Table 13 that all 10 of the
correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate

for the sample under study, when a dilscrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers,
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TABLE 12 F

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts )
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers {
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academlc Aptitude i
and Performance for Random Sample of i

100 Sixth Grade Males g

The Clinic The Clinic Procedure [
Procedure v R M P
Factor Factor Factor Factor
GA Factor? IND IND IND IND
V Factor? . 300 .552% Ly13*
R Factor® <397 2hl
M Factor® 627
P Factor®

Note.—-INDf Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
clent for this sample,

T o s PR "

aDiscrepan.cy batween Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivatlonal Factor,

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient :
and Psychomotor Factor. ‘ ‘ 4

3% »
p < -05.

p< .01, -

Q
I

§«

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TARIE 13

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptltude
and Performance for a Random Sample of

100 Sixth Grade Males

% The Clinic The Clinic Procedure
| Procedure v R M P
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factor® IND IND IND TND
V Factor? IND IND IND
R Factor® IND IND
M Factord IND
P TFactor®

Note.==-IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

gDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlent
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivatlonal Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlent
and Psychomotor Factor.

N

-:sB < .05,
:'*p_< .01,

3

ERIC

r

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Discussion. It was noted in Chapter 1I of the present

study that the five parts of the clinic procedure for select=

ing underachlevers were adapted from Jastak's factor analysis.

of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children and the Wide
Range Achievement Test (pages 61 and 62). It is beyond the

scope of the present work to discuss either Jastak's theo=

retical assumptions or the principles and procedures of

| factor analysis. (It has been noted previously, however,
% that the scores used to represent the clinic procedure in

this study were not "factor scores.” They were scores based

on the discrepancy between a factor score and a measure of
academic aptitude, the Expected Ability Quotient, which was
described in dhapter II1,)

The intercorrelations reported in Tables 7, 8, and 9
indicate, for the sample under study, that there were inter=
relationships among the five parts of the clinlc procedure
for selecting underachievers for discrepancies of «5 SD or
more and 1,0 SD or more between academic aptitude-ahd aca-
demic performance. For a discrepzncy of 1.5 SD or more, all
of the intercorrelations were indeterminate for the saﬁple
under study.

In view of the interrelationships reported at the .5
SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and

performance, a question was raised regarding‘the possibility
of interrelationships among the factor scores themselves,

Table 2, page T3, reported the intercorrelations among the

r———— At S P—— 738 - e b St T - o Yy
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measures of achievement used In thls study. A reference to
Table 2 will show that the Iintercorrelations among the factor
scores themselves were all significant beyond the .00l level,
These flndings suggest that investigetion of the procedures
by which the Jastak factors were obtained would be desirable,

Question 6: VWhat Are the Interrela-
tlonships among the Flve Parts of the
Clinlc Procedure for selecting Under-
achiq%ers and the Six Objective Method%
of Selecting Underachievers, at ltach o
Three levels Efzbiscrepancy’between
Measures of Academic Aptitude and
Academic Performance?

Table 1l summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the cliniec procedure for selecting under-
achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-
achlievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between
academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the
criterion for selecting underachlievers,

A reference to Table 1lli will show that of the 30
correlation coefficlents among the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective
methods of selecting underachlevers three of the coefficients
were significant at the .05 level, three were significant at
the .01 level, and 2L were non-significant at the .05 level,
Of the six correlation coefficilents significant at the .05
or .01 levels, four were between the Motivational Factor and

Methods 2, 3, li, and 6. Correlation coefficients significant

at the .05 level were found between the Verbal Factor and
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TARIE 1l N
metrnchoric Norrelation Coefficients Amonr Five Parts ‘
of *he N1linie Procednre feor frlectine "nderachievers i
and the Six Ot jective Methads of Selectinr "nder- ,
achlevars at .% SD Discrepancy Retween Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Random Sample
of 171 Sixth frade Males
Ob jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Methods of Inderachievers ]
Selecting %
""mderachievers GA®R Vb R® Md p° |
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor '
r 1 !
Method 1 010 353 062 193 120 g
Method 28 «397 <17l .52l Sl «070 ]
Method 3" .156 .18 Ll7 651" . 286" ]
Method L1 .131 .219 ol1 .370% .028 |

Method 59 .189 .131 132 .23L . 104

Method 6% .715 2L7 .338 JL61 .23k

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Abllity Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality !
Factor, ' '

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor,

fDiscreparicy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement
Test. .

gDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.
JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

Kpigcrepancy between WISC and GPA.
*R < . 05.
o < L0l.
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Method 1 and between the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3.
None of the correlation coefficients between the General
Ability Factor and the six objectlive methods was significant
at the .05 level; none of the correlation coefficients
between the Reality Factor and the six objectlve methods was
significant at the .05 level.

Table 15 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinie procedure for selecting under-
achievzrs and the six objective methods of selecting under=-
achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between
academic aptitude and academic performance was used as a
criterion for selecting underachlevers.

It will be noted from Table 15 that of the 30 inter=-
correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure
and the six objective methods of selecting underachlievers
9 of the coefficients were indeterminate for the sample
under study, 3 were significant at the .05 level, L were
significant at the .0l level, and 1l were non-significant at
the .05 level., Of the 7 significant correlation coeificients
(et the .05 level or the .01 level), 3 were between the Moti-
vational Factor and Methods 2, 3, and L3 3 were between the
Psychomotor Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 6; and 1 was betweén
the Verbal Factor and Method 2,

Table 16 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting
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TARIE 1
Tetrachoric Correlatlon Coefficients Amonr Five Parts
of the Clinic Trocedure for Selecting 'nderachlievers
and the Six Ohjectlve Me+hods of Selectiny 'nder-
achlevers at 1.0 SD Disecrepancy netween Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Random Sample
of 109 Sixth Grade “Males
Ob jective The Clinlc Procedure for Selecting
Yethods of Underachievers
Selecting
Underachlevers AR VP RrC m p®
Pactor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Method 1T IND 162 237 <179 <160
Method 28 IND Ll IND L85 soL*
Method 31 IND 207 1138 .750%" J7LB**
Method Ll IND 370 .005 607" .1+39
Method 59 IND .083 IND 369 o1kl
Method 6K IND 0132 IND 336 723"

Note.--IND: TIndeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

8piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor.

b

Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

Cpiscrepancy hetween Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor,

®piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor,.

fpiserepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Teste.

€piscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

hDiscrepancy vetween WISC and WRAT,

1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,.

JDiscrepancy hetween Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
~kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

*1?.< .05,
My 2,01,
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TABLE 16
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at 1,5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic 1
Aptitude and Performance for a Random Sample ‘
of 100 Sixth Grade Males
The GClinlc Frocedure for Selecting
Ob Jective _ 'Inderachievers
Methods of
Selecting GAR Vo R® M pe
Underachievers Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
| -7 '
: Method 1 IND IND IND IND IND
, Method 2% ™D 890 IND .735 IND
i
* h
3 Method 3 IND 859 IND ™D D
i ‘ k
Method L IND IND IND IND IND 1
Method 57 IND IND IND IND IND |
k i
Method 6 IND 890 IND IND IND ~

' Note,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample, : v

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor, .

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal ' i
) Fac t or ° . “;

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
Factor, '

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor, : f

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor.
Pactor. ’ )

fDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Test.

€Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
B yserepancy between WISC and WRAT,
iDiscrepancy between Lorge~Thorndike and WRAT,

JDiscrepancy between Lorgé-Thorndike and GPA,

kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,
3
prL 0050

-:z~:1-2< .01,
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underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between
measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers, ! §

A reference to Table 16 will show that of the 30 |
intercorrelations among the five parts-of the clinic proce-
dure for selecting underachievers and the six objective
methods, 26 correlation coefficients were indeterminate for

the sample under study., The other li correlation coefficients

Eo

were non-significant at the .05 level.

S e 5T e TFEL S = T .. .

G i st o e gk

Discussion. The results reported for the 5 SD and

1,0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform-

ance showed evidence of only a few interrelationships, at

each of these levels, among the five parts of the clinic
procedure and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers. A reference to Table 2, page 73, which reports

the intercorrelations among the measures of achlevement

themselves, will show that significant correlation coeffi-

cients (.001 level) were obtained between each of the factor

| quotients and each of the other achlevement measures. These
findings suggest that while there were relationships between
the factors scores per se and the measures of academic

achievement, there did not tend to be many relationships

between the factor discrepancy scores and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers. On the basis of these

—
e e e e

findings, a question may be raised regarding the usefulness

of the factor discrepancy scores as methods of selecting
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underachievers. It is pdssible, however, that the factor
discrepaﬁcy scéres mey deal with dimensions of uﬁderachieve-
ment different from those of the objective methods of |
selecting underachlevers, |

Among, the-relationships observed for a discrepancy of
.5 SD or more between aptitude and performance, a relation-
ship was found between selection of underachievers by the
Motivational Factor and Methods 2, 3, l, and 6. A relation-
ship was found between the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3.
At a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, there was a relationship
between the selection of underachievers by the Motivational
Factor and Methods 2, 3, and L. A relationship was also
found between the selection of underachievers by the Psycho-

motor Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 6. When a discrepancy of

1.5 SD or more was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers, the majority of the coefficients were
indeferminafe for the sample under study.;

It will be noted from the preceding paragraph that a
relationship with Method 3 was found for each factor which
was related to at least one ob jective method of sélecting
underachievers, Method 3 was based on the discrepancy
between scores obtained on the WISC and the WRAT. The five
adapted Jastak factors of the clinic procedure were based on
the discrepancy between the Expected Abilitf‘Quotignt and a
factor score. It should be pointed out tﬁat both the Expected

Ability Quotient and the factor score were obtained from

?
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subtest scores on the WISC and the WRAT (see Chapter II,
page 62), Thus, the relationship between Method 3 and sev-

eral of the factor discrepancy scores was not surprising,

Question 7¢ What Are the Interrelation-
ships amo%g_theﬁive Parts of the Clinic
Procedure and the Two Subjective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at Bach of
Three Levels of Discrepancy between
Measures of Academic Aptitude and
Academic Performance?

Table 17 records the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more
between aptitude and performance was used as the eriterion
for selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

It will be noted from Table 17 that all 10 of the
intercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers and the two sub jec=
tive methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant
at the .05 level.

Table 18 records the results for the intercorrelations
among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers and the two subjective methods of selecting
underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between
aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

M
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TABIE 17

for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefflclents Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting 'mder-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinle

Procedure for Selecting Underachilevers
at o5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance

Sub jective The Cliniec I'rocedure tor Selecting

Methods of Underachlievers

Selecting

Underachievers GAa V‘b Rc Mg ?e
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7% .203 207 039 21 L0l

Method 88 .073 .098 .052 . 206 .23k

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.,

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Reality Factor,
d
Motivational Factor.,

Discrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and

®Diserepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor,

fSelection of underachievers by student

achievement,

judgment of .

€Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of

achievement.

*B< 05,

3=

p< .0l
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TABIE 18

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinie

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academlc
Aptitude and Academic Performance

for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Sub jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

Select ing

Underachievers GA® VP RC M Pe
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7% IND L68*  oug 267 .265

m 32
Method 8% IND <131 o17L <311 .753

Note.~=IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for thils sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotlent and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient and
Verbal Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

®Discrepancy betwsen Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of O
achievement. o

€selection of underachievers by teacher Jjudgment of
achievement. ‘ :

*p_< .05,
**p< J01,
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A reference to Table 18 will show that of the corre-
lation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachlevers and Method 7, three
of the coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level
and one was indeterminate for the sample under study. The
correlation coefficlent between the Vbrb#i Factor and Method
7 was significant at the .01 level.

It can also be seen from Table 18 that of the corre-
lation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic %
procedure and Method 8, two of the coefficlents were non- ;
significant at the .05 level and one was Indeterminate for
the sample under study. The correlation coefficients between

Method 8 and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors were

significant at the .05 and .01 levels, respectively.

Table 19 records the results of the intercorrelia-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more between aptitude and performance was used as the
criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinie
procedure,

A reference to Table 19 will show that seven of the
ten correlation coefficlients between the two subjective
methods of selecting underachlievers and the five parts of

the ¢linic procedure were indeterminate for the aampie
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TABLE 19

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance
i for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Sub jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Methods of Underachievers

Selecting

Underachievers GAR vP R® md )

Factor Factor TFactor Factor TFactor

Method 7% IND IND IND .260 IND
Method 88 IND .06l IND . 366 IND

Note,=-=IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficlent
for this sample.

QDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor. ~

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor, |

: °Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
"Reallity Factor.

¢Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor. '

fselection of underachievers by student Jjudgment of
achlevement. |

83election of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement., - o ‘ .

"p < <05,
*p< .01
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under study. The other three correlation coefficients were

non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results reported at all three levels
of discrepancy between aptitude end performance showed evi-
dence of only a few interrelationships amoné the five parts -
of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers and the
two subjective methods of selecting underachievers for the
random sample of 100 sixth grade males.

For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between academic
aptitude and performance, the findings did not show evidence
of a relationship between selection as an underachlever by
student judgment of achievement or teacher judgment of
achievement and any of the five parts of the clinic proce-
dure for selecting underachlevers,

When a 1.0 SD or more discrepancy was used, there was
a relationship between selection as an underachlever by stue
dent judgment of achlevement and selection4by the Verbal
Factor. There was also a relationship between selection as -
an underachiever by teacher judgment of achlevement and
selection by the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors,

For 1,5 SD or more discrepancy, with the majority of
the correlation coefficients indeterminate for this sample,
the data were 1nsufficient for making meaningful general-
izations.

It will be noted from the above discussion that
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significant intercorrelations (at the .05 or .0l levels)
among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers
and the five parts of the clinic procedure occurred only at
a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more between sptitude and
performance, These data indicate a relationship between
selection as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achieve-
ment and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors, It will
be recalled from Table 1l (page 100) that of seven signif-
icant correlation coefficients (.05 or 01 levels) among the
six objective methods of selecting underachlevers and the
five parts of the clinic procedufe, 8lx of the significant
coefficients were between the objective methods and the
Motivational and Psychomotor Factors.

From the data referred to in the preceding paragraph,
1t 1s suggested that selectlion of underachievers based on
the discrepancy between the Expected Ability Quotient (see
Chapter II) and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors may
have some value as operational definitions of underachieve-

ment. Further investlgation of thils possibility 1s needed.

The non-significant correlations (.05 level) at .5 SD

discrepancy or more between academic aptitude and performance .

and the indeterminate correlations (for this sample) at 1.5
SD discrepancy or more suggest that the .5 SD and 1.5 SD
levels of discrepancy between measures of aptitude and

performance may be inappropriate for use as operational

definitions of underachievement.
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uestion 8: What is the Relationshi
getween the Two Measures of Self=-

Perception?

A correlation coefficient of .657, which was signif-
jcant at the .01 level, was obtained between the two measures

of self-perception, i.e., student academic self=concept and

student perception of control over environment. (Level of

discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic perform-

ance was not involved in the comparison between the two

R TR N N

1 measures of self-perception.)

Discussion. These results indicate that there was a

relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the
random sample of 100 sixth grade boys. That is to say, stue-
dents who agreed with or were not sure about the statement
"People like me don't have much of a chance to be successful

1 in 1ife"™ tended to have negative academic self-concepts in

the sample under study.

Question 9: What Are the Interrela-
tIonships among the Two Measures of
Self-Perception and the Six Objec-
tive Methods of Belecting Under-
achlevers at mach of Three levels

of Discrepancy between Measures of
Academic Aptitude and Academlc

FQI‘Z ormance 7

] ; ' Table 20 records the results for intercorrelations

among the two measures of self=-perception and the six ob jec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD

' EKC
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discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each
of the objective methodé.

Tt will be seen from Table 20 that of the 12 Inter-
correlations among the two measures of self-perception and’
the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 11 of
the correlation coefficients were non<significant at the .05
level. The correlation coefficient between student academic
self-concept and Method 6 was significant at the .01 level.

Table 21 records the results for intercorrelations
among the two measures of self-perceptlion and the six objec~
tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a 1.0 SD
discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was
used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for
selecting underachievers,

A reference to Table 21 will show that of the 12

intercorrelations ambng the two measures of self-perception
and the six objective methods of selecting underachilevers,
9 of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at
the .05 level, one was indeterminate for the sample under
study and 2 were significant at the .0l level. The two
significant coefficients were between Student Academlc Self-
Concept and Method 3 and between Perception of Control over
Environment and Method 5.

Table 22 records the Iintercorrelatlions among the two

measures of self-perception and the six objective methods
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of selecting underachievers; when a 1.5 SD discrepancy or
more between aptitude and performance was used by each of
the objective methods as the criterion for selecting
underachievers.

Iﬁ‘will be observed from Table 22 that of the 12
intercorrelations among the two measures of éelf-pefception
and the six objective methods of selecting underachlevers, 8
of the correlation coefficlents were non-significant at the
.05 level, 2 were indeterminate for the sample under study,
and 2 were significant at the .05 level., The two signif-
jcant coefficients were between Student Acadgmic Self-Concept
and gelection as an underachlever by Mbthod'3oand between
Student Perception of Control over Environment and selection

as an underachiever by Method 1.

Discussion., The intercorrelations between student

academic self-concept (Variable A) and the six objJective
methods of selecting underachievers give evidence of only
one relationship between scademic self-concept and the six
ob jective methods at each of the three levels of dlscrepancy
between academic aptitude and academic performance. When a
discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used as the criterion for
selecting underachlevers, a relationship was found between
negative self-concept and selection as an underachiever by
Method 6., TFor a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, there was a

relationship between negative academlic self-concept and

E e e ——
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selection as an underachiever by Method 3, At the 1.5 SD
or more level of discrepancy, a relationship was found

between negative academle self=-concept and selection as an

underachiever by Method 3.

The lack of relationships, for the sample under study,
between negative self-concept and academic underachievement
(operationaliy defined by six relative discrepancy methods
of Selecting underachievers) contradicts a general trend in
the literature (see Chapter I) to report a relationship
between negative self-concept and various definitions of
academiec underachievement.

Since a relationship between negative self;concept
and academic underachievement among males has been fairly
well established by various investigators (Campbell, 1966;
Fink, 1962; Shaw, Edson, & Bell, 1960; Shaw & Grubb, 1958),
the findings of the present investigation would seem to have
some implicatlons relevant to the particular instrument used

to establish academic self-concept, i.e., the Self-Concept

Q-Sort (SCQ). It will be recalled from Chapter II that the
SCQ is an unstandardized instrument. Scores representing
negative self-concept were obtained by a median split on the
SCQ scores obtained from the random sample of 100 males.
Thus, a possibility exists that a median split may not
discriminate, for this instrument, between students who
might have negative academic self-concepts and those who do

not,
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The data for the relationship between Negative
Perception of Control over Environment and each of the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers showed no
relationships at the .5 SD or more level of discrepancy, one
pelationship at the 1.0 D or more level of discrepancy, and
one relationship.at the 1.5 SD or more level of discrepancy.
These findings may be taken to indicate, for the sample
under study, that students with negative perception of con-
trol over environment did not tend to be selected as under-
achievers by the six ob jective methods for all three levels

of discrepancy between academic aptitude and performance.

That 1s to say, students agreeing with or not sure about the

statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be
successfu14in 11fe" were not generally selected as under=-
achievers by the six objectlive methods of selecting

underachievers.

gpestion 10 e b Up, S
R B Ton and The Two Sublec-
Sy Methads of Selectind

| Table 23 gives the intercorrelations among the two
measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods
of selecting underachievers. (Level of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance was not involved in these

comparisons.)

It will be seen from Table 23 that the correlation
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TABIE 23

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among
the Two Measures of Self-Perception and
the Two Subjective Methods of Selecting

Underachievers for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

Measures of
Self-Perception

Sub jective Methods of
Selecting Underachievers

-Variable A€

Variable Bd

Method 72 Method S°
i 0FF .092
o3l 1¥ .176

aSelection of underachievers by student
~Judgment of achievement.

bSelection of underachievers by teacher
Judgment of achievement.

®Student academic self-concept.,

dStudent perception of control over

environment.,
’n‘E< .05.
-m;g< .01,

e
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coefficient between Variable A and Method 7 was significant

at the .01 level., There was also a significant correlation
coefficient (.05 level) between Variable B and Method 7.
The correlation coefficients between Method 8 and Variables
A and B were not significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. For the random sample of 100 male sixth
grade students, these results indicated that there was a
relationship between selection of underachievers by student
judgment of achievement and both negative academic self-
concépt and negative perception of control over environment,
That-is, students selecting themselves as underacbievers
also tended to have negative academic self-concepts and to
have negative perception of control over environment. The
non-significant correlation coefficients (.05 level) between
Method 8 and Variablés A and B suggest that students with
negative self-concepts or with negative perception of control
over environment tended not to be selected by their teachers
as underachievers,

These results give evidence that the individual
psychologlical characteristics of both teacher and child have
some influence on perception of scholastic underachievement.
There is a possibility that teachers may feel sorry for those
children with negative attitudes about themselves and about
thelr achievement and thus, may tend to feel that the aca-

demic achievement of these children is "as good as expected."
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% E | On the other hand, it is possible that the children with
} negative self-concepts or negative perception of control
over environment may expect higher performance of themselves
than thelr teachers expect of them. These speculations should
be subjected to systematic investigation using more fully
developed instruments to measure self-concept and perception

of control over environment.,

Question 1ll: What Are the Interrela-
tionships amoneg the Two Measures of
Self-Perception and the Iive Parts

of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers, for Fach of Three Levels
of Discrepancy between Measures of Acao-
demic Aptitude and Performance?

Table 2l summarizes the intercorrelations between the
3 two measumes of self-perception and the five parts of the
“ clinic procedure‘for se lecting underachievers when a discrep-
ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each
of the five parts of the clinic procedures.

It will be seen from Table 2l that of ‘the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self=-perception and

the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under=-

achlevers, 9 of the 10 correlation coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 level. A significant correlation

coefficient (at the .01 level) was obtained betwsen Var-

able B and the Verbal Factor.

Table 25 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males '

S —
R

’1 E— p—— .
The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachlievers

Measures of
b Rc M@ Pe

Self-Perception ca? v
Factor Factor Factor TFactor Factor

SR gT——
P

Varisble AT .018 0227 .023 .123 +156
Varisble BS .131 L18¥ 28 .103 .113

- 8pigcrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
Yerbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
-Reality Factor.

@Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor. 5

épiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor., |

fStudent academic self-concept.
Estudent perception of control over environment.

*2< 0050
**B< llOl.
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TABIE 25

] Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two ol
‘ Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of f
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Underachievers
Measures of

Self-Perception aA® P RC v p®
Factor Factor TFactor Factor Factor

>

anse,

5677
IND .OL5 079

:

Variable AT IND .161 203

T

. 518%%
Varisble BE IND o 510%*

Note.-=IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient §
for this sample. ;

gDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and ;
General Abillty Factor. 4
bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and ;
Verbal Factor., | |

CDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor. '

dDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fStudent academic self-concept.

8ztudent perception of control over environment.
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two measures of self-perception and the five parts. of the
clinic procedure when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more
between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by each of the five parts of

the clinic procedure,

It will be observed from Table 25 that of the 10
intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception
and the five parts of the clinlc procedure for selecting
underachievers, 3 of the correlation coefficients were
indeterminate for the sample under study, L were non-
significant at the .05 level, and 3 were significant at the
.01 level, The significant coefficients were between Var-

jable B and the Verbal Factor and between Variable A and the
Verbal and Reality Factors,

Table 26 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, at a discrep-
ancy level of 1.5 SD or more.

It will be noted from Table 26 that of the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and
| the five parts of the clinic procedure, 7 of the correlation
coefficients were indeterminate for this sample and 3 were
non-significant at the .05 level. | |
A*synthesis of the preceding findings shows that when
o5 SD or more and 1,0 SD or more discrepancy between the |

- Expected Ability Quotient and the five parts of the clinic

S
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TABIE 26

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinie Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Retween Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

nderachievers
Me asures of

Self-Perception GAa Vb Rc Md Pe
Factor Factor Factor Factor FPactor

Variahle AT TND 016 TND 016 TND

Variable BS IND IND IND .232 IND

Note,~=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability PFactor.

Ppiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fStudent academic self-concept,

EStudent perception of control over environment.

'X‘R< . 05.

\IX1)
e

"p< .01,
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procedure were used as the eriteria for selecting under-
achlevers, the intercorrelations were predominantly non=-
significant (.05 level) for a dlscrepancy of .5 SD or more
and predominantly indeterminate (for the sample under study)
for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more. Significant inter-
correlations (.01 level) occurred between the five-part
clinic procedure and the two measures of self-perception
when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used by the clinic

procedure as the criterion for selecting underachlevers.

Discussion. The results at the 1,0 SD or more level .

of discrepancy indicate that there was a relationshlp between
negative self-concept and selection of underachievers by the
Yerbal and Reality Factors, for the random sample of 100
sixth grade males. A relatlionship was also obtained between
negative perception of control over enviromment and selection:
of underachievers by the Verbal Factor.

The lack of intercorrelations among the two measures
of self-perception and the five-part clinic procedure, when
discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more were used
by the clinie procedure as criterlia for underachlevement,
suggests that discrepancies of .5 SD and 1.5 SD between
aptitude and performance may not provide appropriate criteria
for selecting underachievers by the five-part clinic |

procedure,
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Analysis TI: OGrouv of 50 Students
with IQ's below Y0

Question 1t Is the Probability of |
Selection as an Underachiever Haually |
Distributed across Six Objectlve
Methods of Selectine Underachicvers,
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers, and a Five~YPaprt Clinic
Procedure for Seleching Tinderachievers
at Bach of Three Levels of Discrenancy
hetween Measures of Academic Aptiltude
ané. Performance?

The values obtained from the Cochran's Test at discrep-

ancies between aptitude and performance of .5 SD or more,

1.0 SD or more, and 1.5 SD or more were all significant

beyond the .0l level, as 1s shown in Table 27.

Discussion. The findings for the group wlth IQ's

below 90 indicate that selection as an underachiever was not

equally probable among the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, the two subjective methods, and the five-part
clinic procedure at all three levels of discrepancy between f
aptitude and performance. The larger values for the 1.0 SD

and 1,5 SD levels of discrepancy suggest that the size of the

discrepancy between aptitude and performance may affect the

interrelationships among the nine methods of selecting ' I

underachievers, |
It will be recalled from Analysis I that the values

obtained from the Cochran's Test for the random sample of

100 students were also signiflicant beyond the .01l level for




TABLE 27
Values for the Cochran's Test at Three levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90
Ievels of Discrepancy
Sample
o5 SD 1.0 SD 1,5 sD
Sample with IQ's
below 90 59.459"  92,30™  179.86™
v_l, N

**2 < .01,
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all three levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude

and performanco,

Question 2: What Are the Interrela-
tirnahing amons the Six Ohjective
Hdotnode of Golcoting mderac-Lavers
1or Bach of Three Levels of Discrep-
ancy between Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Periormance?

Table 28 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-
lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers
when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between measures of
academlc aptitude and academic performance was used as the
critierion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from the intercorrelations reported
In Table 28 that correlation coefficients significant at the
.05 level were found between the following methods of selecte
ing underachievers: (a) Method 1 and Method l, (b) Method 2
and Method 6, (c) Method L. and Method 5, and (d) Method 5 and
Method 6. Correlation coefficients significant at the .01
level were obtained between Method 2 and Method 3 and between
Method I and Method 1. Correlation coefficients for the
following methods were non-significant at the .05 level:

(a) Method 1 and Method 5; (b) Method 2 and Methods i, 53 :
(c) Method 3 and Methods li, 5, 63 (d) Method L. and Methods
2, 3, 6; (e) Method 5 and Methods 1, 2, 3, 63 and (f) Method ]
6 and Methods 3, L. The correlation coefficients between

Method 1 and Methods 2, 3, and 6 were indeterminate for the

sample under study.
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TABIE 28

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Ob jective Methods Underachievers
of Selecting
Underachievers Method Method Method Method Method

2 3 L 5 6
Method 1% IND ID  WOhLT o377 IND
Method 2° .802™ 135 «179 Sus"
Method 3° .196 071 L2k
Method L2 719" .266
Method 5° 815"
Method 6%

Note .,-=IND: - Indeterminate correlation coefficlent
for this sample,

8p1screpancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement
Test.

¢piscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dps serepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

épjiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

f‘Dil.sc:repanc:y between WISC and GPA.

-3:-2 < .05,

< 0L,
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Tablo 29 summarizos the findinms for the intercorre-
lations among the six methods of selecting underachilevers
when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between measures of
academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the
criterion for selectings underachievers.

It wlll be observed from Table 29 that of the 15
intercorrelations amongs the six objective methods of select-
ing underachievers, 13 of the correlation coefficients were
Indeterminate for the sample of 50 subjects with IQ's less
than 90. The other two correlation coefficlents were non-
significant at the .05 level.

Table 30 summarizes the findings for the intercorre=-
lations among the six objective methods of selecting under=
achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between
measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 30 will show that for a discrep=
ancy level of 1.5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-
ance, all of the 15 correlation coefficients among the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers were indeter=
minate for the sample of 50 sixth grade students with IQ's
below 90, |

Discussion. It will be recalled from Analysis I

(random sample of 100 students) that for all six objective

methods of selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of




TABLE 29

Tetrachoric Correlatlon Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Objective Methods of Selecting
Ob jective Methods Underachievers
of Selecting . ‘
Underachievers Mbghod ‘Method Method Mbghod Mbghod
3
| Method 1% IND IND IND IND IND
| Method 2P IND IND IND IND
Method 3° IND =~ IND +58L
| Method L4 IND 857
1 Method 5° IND
" Method 6F

;s Note .,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
] for this sample.

8p1screpancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
. Achievement Test. '

bDiscrepan.cy between WISC and Stanford Achlievemenv

Test.

®Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

PRI E T R R

B ®piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

:Discrepanoy between WISC and GPA.

"p < 405,
MB < .010

Ly
P
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TARTE 30

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Fetween Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 59 Sixth Orade Males with
IQ's Below 90

. Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Objectlve Meth()ds 'I_Tnderachievers

of Selecting

TInderachievers Mathod Method Method Method Method
2 3 Ly 5 6

Method 12 TND TND TND TND TND

Mothod 2° TND TND TND TND

Method 3° TND IND IND

Method ud IND IND

Method 5° | IND

Method 6f

Note.-=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample. »

e T R R e T T T S R T

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

j bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement
: Test o £

cDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
E dDiscrepancy‘between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,
B < .05.
Fp< .01,

s
‘e
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1.0 SD or more was used, there was a relationship between
two methods of selecting underachievers when both methods
used the same measures of academic aptitude. - For the sample
of 50 students with IQ's less than 90, some evidence of this
pattern of interrelationships was evident for a discrepancy
of .5 SD or more,

The results for the .5 SD level of discrepancy showed
that for the 50 students with IQ's less than 90, there was a

relationship between selection of underachlevers by Method 2 ?
E and Methods 3 and 6 and between selection of underachievers 3

by Method L and Methods 1 and 5., Thus, for these two methods

of selecting underachievers which employed standardized test é
data to establish both academic aptitude and performance,

there was a relationship between methods of selecting under- é
achievers when both methods used the same measure to estab- |
1ish academic aptitude. For discrepancies of 1.0 SD or more g
and 1.5 SD or more, the majority of the correlation coeffi- {
i cients were unobtainable for a sample size of 50. The

increased number of indeterminate correlation coefficients

for a sample size of 50 was not unexpeéted because of the

restricted range of the smaller sample slze.

o SN T o ST T

é vestion 3¢ What Is the Interrela-
| %IonsHIE etween the Two guEEethve

ethods of selecting Underachlevers?

A correlation coefficient of «256, which was non=-

significant at the ,05 level, was obtained between the two

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

ERIC




sub jective methods of selecting underachievers, 1ee,

student judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of

achievement. (Level of discrepancy between academic apti-

tude and academic performance was not involved in the com=

parison between the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers,)

Discussion. These results do not give evidence of a

relationship between selection as an underachiever by stu-

dent judgment of achievement and selection as an under-

achiever by teacher judgment of achlevement, for the sample

of 50 students with IQ's below 90, Tt will be recalled from

:Analysis I that there was a relationship between the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers for the

random sample of 100 students, It is possible that students

with low IQ's who feel that in comparison with their poten- -

tial, their school achievement is "not as good as expected"
may expect of themselves higher acédemic performance than
their teachers expect of them. It is also possible that thé
relationship was found between the two sub jective methods of
selecting underachievers for the sample of Analysis I, but
not for the sample of Analysis II, because of the restricted

range of the sample size of 50 used in Analysis IT,

Question li: What Are the Tnterrela-
tionships among the Two Subjective
Uethods of Selecting Undorachisverns
and the Six Objective MeTfhods of
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Selecting Underachlevers, for Each
f Three lLevels of D 1screpancx

between Measures of Academic A i

E ude and Academic Per ormance?

Table 31 records the results for the intercorrelations‘

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachlevers
and the six objective methods of selecting underachlevers
for a .5 SD discrepancy or more between academic aptitude
and academic performence.

A reference to Table 31 will show that, of the six
correlation coefficients between Method 7 and the six objec-
tive methods of selecting underachievers,.five of the coeffle
cients were non-significent (.05 level)., A significant

" correlation coefficient (.05 level) was obtalned between

Method 7 and Method 3. Of the six correlation coefficients
reported in Table 31 between Method 8 and the objective
methods of selecting underachievers, four coefflclents were
non-significant (.05 level) and two were indeterminate for
the sample under study.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two
subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six
objéctive methods, at 1,0 SD discrepancy or more between
aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 32,

It will be noted from Table 32 that, of the cbrrela-
tion coefficients between Method 7 and each of the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers, three coeffl-

cients were indeterminate for the sample under study and two

.
s 2




TABIE 31

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two

Sub jective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting nderachievers at 5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptl-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Below 90

Sub jective

Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Methods of - . Underachlievers
. Selecti
L R vers | Method®  Method® Method® Method® Method®  Method®
e 1 2 3 b g 6
3¢
Method 7% 565 .589 349 069 379 - 4079
“Methoa 8% .| mw 35 L1310 W3h9 IND .23

Note,=-=IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this samplé.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achlevement Test.

b

Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

cDiscrepancy between WISC and W-AT,

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

,eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,

f

Discrepancy between WISC and GPA,

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hgelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement,

*p < 405,

P < 0L




TABIE 32

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefflicients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Underachlevers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academlc Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Sub jective ’ Objective Methods of Selecting
4 Methods of Underachlevers
Selecting a 5 o a o T
Underachlevers Me thod Method Me thod Method Method Me thod
1 2 3 L 5 6
Method 76 «379 IND +589% IND IND .219
Method 8B IND IND 565" 033 VD 251

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficlent for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achlevement Test.
bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.
®Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
rDiacrepancy between WISC and GPA.
" Baalection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achlevement.

*2< <05,
" < .ol '
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were non-significant abt the .05 level. The correlation coef-
ficient between Method 7 and Method 3 was slgnificant at the
.05 level. Of the correlation coefficients reported between é
Method R and the objisctive methods of selecting under- |
achievers, three were indeterminate for the sample under
study, two were non~simnificanﬁ at the .05 level. The corre-
lation coefficient between Method 8 and M@thod 3 was signif=-
icant at the .05 level.

Table 33 records the results for the intercorrelations
among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD
or more was used by each of the objective methods as the
criterion for selecting underachievers,

It will be observed from Table 33 that for a discrep-
ancy of 1l.5 SD or more, five of the coefficlents between
Method 7 and the six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers were indeterminate for this sample and one coeffi-
cient was non-significant at the .05 level. All of the
correlation coefficients between Method 8 and Methods 1

through 6 were indeterminate for the sample under study.

Discussion, The results presented in the preceding

paragraphs show evidence of the following interrelationships
among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods for the sample of 50 sixth

grade boys with IQ's below 90:

l. When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 33

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Two
Sub jective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Sub jective Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Methods of . Underachievers

Selscting B a T

nderachievers Method® Method Method® Method Method®  Method

1 2 3 L 5 6

Method 7° IND IND IND IND IND J066

Me thod Bh IND IND IND IND IND IND
Note.==IND: Indeterminate correlatlion coefficient for thils sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

b
Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achlevement Test.

®Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

%Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

°Diacrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSolection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

*2 < .05,
-::-42< 1.
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: academlc aptitude and academic performance was used as the
eriterion for selection as an underachiver, the findings
indicated a relationship between selection as an under-
achiever by student judgment of achievement and only one of

the six objectlve methods of selecting underachlevers

(Method 2). With two of the correlation coefficients indeter-

) minate for this sample, the findings did not indicate a rela-
tionshilp between selection as an underachilever by teacher
judgment of achievemeﬁt and the other three obiective methods
of selecting underachlevers,

2. For a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, a relation-
ship was found between selection as an underachiever by stu-
dent Jjudgment of achlievement and Method 3 and also between
selection as an underachever by teacher judgment of achieve=-
ment and Method 3, Several of the correlation coefficients
were indeterminate for this sample at the 1.0 SD level of
discrepancy between academic aptitude and performance.

3. When a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more was used,
all but one of the 12 intercorrelations among the subjective
and objective methods of selecting underachievers were
indeterminate for the sample under study.

Comparison of the interrelationships among the subjec=-
tive and the objective methods of selecting underachievers
at each level of discrepancy is not feasible because of the
large number of unobtainable correlation coefficilents at the

1.0 SD and the 1.5 SD levels. It was observed, however, for

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ric
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the sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, that students
whoée academic performance was only slightly (.5 SD) below
their academic potential (as indicated by the six objective
methods of selecting underachievers) tended not to select
themselves as underachievers or to be selected as under-

achievers by their teachers.

guestion : What Are the Interrela-
tionsh the Five Parts of the
CIinIc Eroce&ure’?’r ~Selecting Under-
achievers, for each of Three EeveIs
oT Dlscrepancy between Measures ol
Academic Aptitude and Academic

Performance?

Table 3l summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for.selecting under=-
achievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see Chapter
II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underaﬁhievement.

A reference to Table 3l will show that of the 10
correlation coefficients obtained, two were significant at
the .05 level and eight were non-significant at the .05
level.

Table 35 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achievers when a 1.0 SD discrepancy or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient emnd each factor score (see Chapter

II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 35 will show that of the 10

] B
| 4
§
B
E

\
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TABIE 3L

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among I'ive Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of
50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure
The Clinic '
Procedure \' R M P
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factor® N 8L 2* .139 .280

V Factor® .266 .098 1,09

R Factor® ‘ 1109 .186
M Factord « 2911
P Factore

@Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Genersl Ability Factor.

PDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient
and Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor,

~::-B < .05.

)
“

"5 < JOLs
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TABIE 35

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of
50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure
g?gcgétgic \' R M P
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factor® .52 .715* .266 .6L5

Factor’ .119 676" .022
R Factor® | 0266 645
M Factord . 785
P Factor® |

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Abllity Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient
and Verbal Factor, .

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor,

4piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlent
and Pasychomotor Factor. ,
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correlation coeffilcients obtained, two were sipnificant at
the .05 level and eight were non-significant at the .05
level,

Table 36 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achlevers when a 1.5 8D discrepancy or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score was used as
the criterion for underachievement,

It will be noted from Table 36 that, using a discrep-
ancy o’ 1.5 8D or more hetwenn aptitnde and rerfovmance, all
10 of the intercorrelations among the five parts of the
cliniec procedure were unobtainable for the sample of 50

sixth grade boys with IQ's below 90,

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables
30 and 31 indicate thaﬁ there were interrelationships among
the five parts of the clinie procedure for selecting under-
achievers at the .5 SD and the 1.0 SD levels of discfepancy
for the sample under study. By comparing the data from
Tables 11 and 12 (pages 9l énd 96) and Tables 3L and 35, it
will be seen that there were more interrelationéhips among
the five parts of the clinic ﬁrbcedure for the random sample
of 100 students than for the sample of 50 students with
IQ's below 90, These'findings would not be ﬁnexpected

because of the restricted range of the sample of 50 as come

pared to the sample of 100.
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TABIE 36

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of
50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure

The Clinic |1

Procedure \J R M P ;

Factor Factor = Factor Factor 1

; GA Factor® IND IND IND IND -

‘n V Factor? IND IND ~ IND i

% R Factor® IND IND 1
: M Factord | IND

P Pactor®

Note.==IND: Interdeminate correlation coefficient
for this sample, ‘

8Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor, a

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor, |

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor.

¢Discrepancy'between.Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor. ' :

bt AR iy S

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor,

"p < <05,
*p< .01,

T - 3 -
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Question 6: What Are the Interrela-

Tionships amonr the Hive Parts of
the Clinic Procedurs for Selecting

Underachievers and the Six Objective
Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at each of Three Levels ol Dlscrop=-
ancy between Measures ol Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

Table 37 summarizes the results for the intercorrela=-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachlevers and the six objective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more
between academic aptitude and academic performance was used
as the criterion for selecting underachilevers,

A reference to Table 37 will show that of the 30
correlation coefficilents among the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective
methods of selecting underachievers, 1 was significant at
the .05 level, 2 were significant at the .01 level, L were
indeterminate for the sample under study, and 23 were non-
significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficients
between the Motivational Factor and Method 2 was significant
at the .05 level., The correlation coefficients btetween the
Motivational Factor and Methods 3 and L} were significant at
the .01 level,

Table 38 summarizes the results for the intercorre-

lations among the five parts of theclinlc procedure for

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods of
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TABLE 37
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Sample ‘
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with «
IQ's Below 90 -3
Oh Jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting ' | h
Methods of Underachievers E
Selecting i
Underachievers ¢A% e R® e p° T
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor ' 1
Method 1T .539 .036 IND .027 .027
Method 28 i3 35N 671 Jso™ .029 i,

Method 3" .158 236 .118 606" 113

Method L' .185 .113 473 666™ 091
Method 59 IND IND IND .315 .315 T
Method 6 ,085 .23l 040 .365 .293 '
Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this 7
sample, s

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General ﬁ
Ability Factor, Bt

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
- Factor,.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor, :

rDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Test,

gDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achieveiment Test.
hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT, |
iDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,
kDiecrepancy between WISC and GPA,

*2<10050
™p < .01 .
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TABLE 38

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six ObJective Methods of Selecting lnder-
achlevers at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Retween Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

—_—'_—%

gggggg;vgf The Clinicuﬁggizgﬁigvgg: Selecting
3:%:§Zi§§§veps Fag§:r FaZ:or FaZ:or Fagzor Fazzor
Method 1T IND 239 IND 377 0311
Method 28 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 31 .355 .IND IND 645 .266
Method L1 77 .607 77 IND .698

. Method §J IND IND IND IND IND
Method 6¥ 58k . .32 882" 849" .515

_ , Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor, ‘

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

°Discrepancy betueen Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
. Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and'Psychomotor
Factoro ‘ .

fDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Test.

D1screpancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test,
hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
iDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,
JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,
kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,
*2( .05,

*fg<:.01.
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selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or
more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers,

It will be noted from Table 38 that of the 30 inter-
correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
15 of the correlation coefficients were indeterminate for the
sample under study, 13 were non-significant at the ,05 level, §
and 2 were significant at the .05 level. The two significant |
correlation coefficients were between the Reality Factor and
Method 6 and between the Motivational Factor and Method 6.

-Table 39 summarizes the results for the intercorre-
lations among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the six objective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more was used as the criterion for selecting underachieverg.

A reference to Table 39 will show that all 30 of the
correlation coefficlents between the five-part clinic proce-
dure and the objective methods of selecting underachievers
were indeterminate for the sample of 50 students with IQ's
below 90,

Discussion, For the sample of 50 students with IQ's

below 90, the results reported at all three levels of dis-
crepancy between academic apcitude and academic performance

show evidence of only a few interrelationships at each level

of discrepancy among the five parts of the clinic procedure
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TARIE 39
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting linder=
achlevers at 1,5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90
The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
ag%;gg;vgf Underachievers
Selecting cAR vP RC M P®
linderachievers Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Method 1 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 26 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 3N IND IND IND " IND IND |
Methoa Ll IND IND IND IND IND f
Method 54 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 6¥ IND IND IND IND IND

Note,-=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and General
Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and Verbal
chtoro

T e

. °Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
actor,

. dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
actor,

Poiiitinand g, o il s i oo ks

. °Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
actor,

fDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement
Tﬂir = -_—
€Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT. '

1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

JD1screpancy between Lorge-Thorndike and CPA,
kDiacrepnnoy between WISC and GPA.
"2 < 405,

*Hp<g 0L,
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and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between academic apti-
tude and performance was used as the criterion for under-
achievement, a relationship was found between selection as
an underachiever by the Motivational Factor and selection by
three of the gix objective methods of selecting under-
achievers (Methods 2, 3, and li). At the 1.0 8D level of
discrepancy, there was a relationship between selection as
an underachiever by the Motivational Factor and one of the 1
objective methods of selecting underachievers (Method 6). A
relationshlip was also found between selection as an under=-
achiever by the Reality Factor and Method 6. When a discrep-
ancy of 1,5 SD or more was used as the criterion for
selecting underachievers, all of the correlation coefficients
were indeterminate for the sample under stud&.

On the basis of data obtained on a random éample of
100 sixth grade students, a question was raised in Analysis
I (pages 89 and 91) as to whether the clinic procedure, as a
whole, was a useful means of selecting underachlievers., It
was also pointed out that the adapted Jastak factors may deal
with dimensions of underachievement different from the objec-
tive methods of selecting underachlevers,

The lack of Interrelationships between selection of
underachlievers by the clinic procedure and selection by the
objective methods of selecting underachievers, noted in

Analysis II for the sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90,

likewise ralses questions regarding the usefulness of the
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clinic procedure of seleatilnm underachievers. It is also
possible that the adapted Jnstak factors and the objective
methods of selecting underachievers may deal with different
aspects of underachievement.

It will be noted parenthetleally that In the sarmvles
of' both Analysis T and Analysis II, the Motivational Factor
was related to at least one of the objective methods of
selectinm underachievers at the .5 SD and 1.7 SD levels of
discrepancy.

Question 7: What Are the Interrela-
tilonghipe among the Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure and the Two Subjective
Methods of Selecting Underachiesvers,
for Bach of Three Levels of Discrep=

ancy between Measures of Academic .
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

Table LO records the results for the intercorrelations
among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers and the two subjective methods of selecting
underachievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between
aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for
selectling underachievers by the clinic procedure,

It will be noted from Table 1,0 that 9 of the 10 corre-
lation coefficients between.the.five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subjective
methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant at
the .05 level, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used

as the criterion for selectinm underachievers by the clinic

procedure,
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TABLE LO

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selectling Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance
for a Sample of 5CG Sixth Grade
Males with IQt's Below 90

Sub jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Methods of Underachlevers

Selecting

Underachievers GA® vb RC md Pe
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7% . 360 .376%  ,086 e372 - L0852

Method 88 657 .185 617 .06 22

8Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Abllity Factor.

'bDiscrepancy between.Expecﬁed Ability 'Quotient and
Verbal Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient and
Reallity Factor.,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement. :

8selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achlevement,

*B < 0050

"p < .01,
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Table I'1 records the results Tor the intercorrela-
tlons amonm the five varts of the elinic vrocedure for
selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachlevers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or
more bhetween aptibude and performance was used as the
criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinie
procedure.

It will be observad from Table )1 that all 10 of the
correlation coefficients hetween the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subijective
methods of selecting underachievers were non-sirnificsnt at
the .05 level,

Table 112 records the results for the intercorrela-
tlons among the five parts of the eclinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two sub jective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more was used by the clinic procedure as the criterion for
selecting underachievers,

A reference to Table |2 will show that eight of the
ten correlation coefficients between the two subjective
methods of selecting underachievers and the five parts of
the clinic procedure were indeterminate for the Sample under
study. The other two correlation coefficients were none

significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The larpge number of non-significant
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TABIE L1

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic |
Aptitude and Academic Performance T
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade ] |
Males with IQ's Below 90 E

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Sub jective Underachievers |
Methods of - M@ N
Selecting cA2 v R® P . :
Underachlevers Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor k
Method 7f .106 .075 .106 .36l JO71 i
Me thod 88 .513 69l o1yl 266 332 .

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient and
General Abllity Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ablility Quotient and L
Verbal Factor,

cDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor, '

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fSelection of underachlevers by student judgment of
achievement.,

83election of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achlevement, ~
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TARTE ;2
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the ]
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under- |
achlevers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting "'nderachievers
at 1.5 8D Discrepancy Retween Academilc
Aptitude and Academic Performance
for a Sample of 59 Sixth Orade
Males with IQ's Below 90
| Sub jective The ClinicUPgocedgge for Selecting
o Methods of naeracnlevers
Selecting q b ) a e
¥ GA v R M P
] h rs
3 Underachisve factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Method 7T IND IND IND .3li3 IND
Method 88 IND IND IND .251 IND

Note.,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient {
for this sample. 1

%Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor, .

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

@Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor. '

fSelection_of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement,

€Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement. S

e32<: 05,
Fp< J01,
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intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-
dure for selecting underachievers and the two subjective
methods of selecting underachievers, for the sample of 50
students with IQ's below 90, denote a striking lack of
interrelationships among these definitlions of underachleve-
ment at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance. For a discrepancy of 1.5 8D or
more,‘with the majority of correlation coefficients indeter-
minate, the data were insufficient for drawing meaningful
generalizations, Thus, for the sample of 50 sixth grade
boys with IQ's below 90, selection as an underachiever by
the five parts of the clinlc procedure did not appear to be
related to selection as an underachiever by student jJudgment
of achievement or teacher judgment of achievement for the .5
SD or 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude
and performance.,

%uestion 8: What Is the Relationship
etween the Two Measures of Self-

Perception?

A correlation coefficient of .836 (significant at the

<01 level) was obtalned between the two measures of self=-

'perception,‘i,g., student academic self-concept and student

perception of control over environment. (Level of discrep-
ancy between academic aptitude and academic berformance was
not involved in the comparison between the two measures of

self-perception.)
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Discussion. These results indicate that there was a

relationship hetween student academlc self-concent and
negative perception of control over environment for the
sample of 50 sixth grade boys with I0's below 90. That is
to say, students who apreed with or were not sure about the
statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be
successful in life" tended to have negative academic self-
concepts in the sample under study. Tt will he recalled
from Analysis I that a relationship was found between the
two measures of self-perception for the random sample of
100 students.,

Question 9: What Are the Interrela-

tionships . among the Two Measures of

Self-Perception and the Six Objec=-

tive Methods of Selecting “Under-

achievers at Lach of 1hree Levels

of Discrepancy between Measures of

Academic Aptitude and Academic
Performance?

Tablé 113 records the intercorrelations among the two
measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more
between aptitude and performance was used by each of the
objective methods as the criterion for selecting under-
achievers., |

It will be seen from Table Li3 that of the 12 inter-
correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the six objective methods of selecting underachiesvers, 9 of

the correlation coefficients were non-significant st the .05

e T T S Ty o




‘10° >4d,,
| °go* > m.#
*JUSWUOJITAUS JI6A0 TOJa3uo0d Jo uotgdeoaed jquepnig

162

q
*3doouoco-J[68 OJWOpPEOw pﬂovﬁﬂmw .
V49 pus HSIM Ueemjeq honwmmhomﬁnh .
*VdD pu® eNTpPUIOY[-63I0] uesmjeq Lousdeddsidy

*LVyM pus oxﬁcnhonhlowuoq usemiqeq hocwmohomﬁnv
*ILVUM pus JSIM ueemiaq homwnonomﬂno

°380] JUAWOASTYIY PpJOJUBQS puB HSIM UeeMyeq hoﬂd&oﬁouﬁnp

*3186] JUAWAASTYUOY PJIOJUB]G PUB )] PULOUL=OIJd07] UeeM]aq hoawnonomﬂnw
*oTdwes STU3 J0J JUOTOTJFE00 UOTFBISIIO00 ©3BUTULIOLEPUI SONI=-=-"©30N

#bmm. aNI age* T10°® o€o* ot Sm 6TqeTasy
€62° QI 6le* g60° 620° L20° gV eT1qetasy
9 S 1 £ c T
jPOUASH  POUReN  _POUYeN  _POU3EH DOUIGH  DOU3SH uotgdeoaed-JIes
Jo seanssel
sJ0A0TYOBaePU[] Julqo6Teg JO Spoyszsl eafazoefqQ

06 MoTed s,DI U3ITM SOTB[ epBJIh YIXIS 09 Jo efdueg B8 I0J
e0UuBWJIOJI8d PUB epngiady OTWapBOy UseMmileg AousdesdsTq (S g° 3%®
SJI6AOTYOBJIOPU[] BUL300TOg JO SPOyls| ©OAT39efqo XS oys pue uofrgdeoasd
-JT9S JO seanseel OM] eyq Juowly SqUETOFJJO0)H UOTIBIOII0) OFJIOYOBJIFOL

€ FIavL




163
level and 2 were indeterminate for the sample under study,
The correlation coefficient between Variable B and Method 6
was significant at the ,05 level.

Table lUly records the intercorrelations among the two
measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of
Selecting underaehievers, whem a 1,0 SD discrepancy or more
" between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion
for selecting underachievers by each of the objective methods.

A reference to Table h4 will show that of the 12
intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 8
of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the
.05 level and I were indeterminate for the sample under
study,

Table L5 records the 1ntercorre1ations among the two
measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD op
more was used by each of the objective methods as the
criterion for Selecting underachievers,

It will be-observed from Table U5 that of the 12
1ntercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
10 of the correlatiom‘eee;ficients were indeterminate for

this sample and 2 were non-significant at the .05 level,
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Discussion. Summarizing the data from Tables L3, Lk,

and 45, it will be seen that all of the correlation coeffi-
clents between the measures of self-perception and the
objective methods of selecting underachievers were either
non-significant (.05 level) or indeterminate (for the sample

under study) at all three levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance for the objective methods. These
data do not show evidence of a relationship between negative
self-concept and academic underachievement (operationally

defined by six relative discrepancy methods of selecting

underachievers) for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with
IQ's below 90. A reference to the data for Question 9,
Analysis I (pages 113-118) will show a similar lack of
relationships between negative self-concept and the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers for the random
sample of 100 students as well. It was pointed out in the
discussion of Question 9, Analysis I (page 118) that the -
findings of the present investigation may have been influ-
enced by the manner in which scores representing negative
self-concept were obtained.

The data for the relationship between Negative

Perception of Control over Environment snd oaéh of the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers showed only

one significant relationship at the .5 8D level of discrep-

ancy and none at the 1,0 8D level of discrepancy. The data
at the 1.0 SD and 1.5 SD levels of discrepancy, with the
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majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate for
the sample under study, were insufficient for drawing mean-
ingful generalizations, On the whole, these findings may
be taken to indicate for the sample of 50 boys with IQ's

below 90 that, students with negative perception of control

over environment did not tend to be selected as under-

achlevers by the six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers, That 1s to say, students agreeing with or not
sure about the statement "People 1like me don't have much of

a chance to be successful in'life" were not generally

selected as underachievers by the six objective methods of x

selecting underachievers.

%uestion 10:¢ What Are the Interrela- )
ons Bs among EHe TWO M easures ol 1

elf-Perception and the Two Subjec-
tive ﬂethogs of Selecting Under=-
achlevers?

Table L6 gives the intercorrelations among the two
measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods
of selecting underachievers. (Level of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance was nct involved in these
comparisons.) .’

It will be seen from Table 16 that none of the corre-
lation coefficients between the two measures of self=-

perception and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers were significant at the .05 level.

| ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABIE 116

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among
the Two Measures of Self-Perception and
the Two Subjective Methods of Selecting

Underachievers for a Sample of
50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Sub jective Methods of
Measures of Selecting Underachilevers
Self-Perception a b
Method 7 Method 8
Variable A° 198 +098
Variable BY .32l 0366

8g¢lection of underachievers by student
judgment of achlevement. :

bSelection of underachievers by teacher
judgment of achlevement.

CStudent academic self-concept.

dStuden.t perception of control over.
environment, o

*2 < 0050
**B < .01,
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Discussion. For the sample of 50 sixth grade hoys

with IQ's below 90, the data do not give evidence of inter-
relationships among the two measures of self-perception and
the two subjectlive methods of selecting underachievers,

The non-significant correlation coefficients (.05
level) between Variable A and Methods 7 and 8 suggest that
students with negative self-concepts did not tend to select
themselves as underachievers or to be selected by their
teachers as underachievers, The non-significant correlation
coefficients (.05 level) between Variable B and Methods 7
and 8 indicate that students with negative perception of
control over environment also did not tend to select them-
selves as underachievers nor to be selected by their
teachers as underachievers.

In comparing these daté:with that of Analysis I, it
will be noted that a relationship was found between Variable
A and Method 7 for the random sample of 100. This relation-
ship was not supported by the findings of Analysis II (the
sample of 50 students’with IQfslbelow 90),

Question 11: What Are the Interrela-
fEBﬁ%ETEs among the Iwo Measures of

erce tion and Ghe Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selec-

tIng Underachievers. for Bach of
Three levels ol Discrepanc between
Academlc Agtitude an er ormance°

Table 1,7 summarizes the 1ntercorrelations between the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
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TABIE L7

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachlievers

Measures of

Self-Perception GAR vP R® M p°

' Factor Factor ©Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af 153 163"

Variable BB . 276 2L6 <173 "«198 U8l

326 0371 «020

8D1screpancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
Reality Factor,

: dDiscrepancv between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor, |

eDiscrepancy between.Ezpected Abllity Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fStudent academic self-concept,

L ‘ Estudent perception of control over environment.

*2 < 0050
b < J01,
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clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a discrep-
ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each ;
of the flve parts of the clinic procedure,

It will be seen from Table |7 that of the 10 inter-
correlations among the two measures of self-perception and
the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achlevers, 9 of the 10 correlation coefficients were none
significant at the .05 level. A significant correlation
coefficient (at the .05 level) was obtained between Variable
A and the Verbal Factor,

Table }8 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
clinic procedure, whenﬁa'discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more 3
between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion
for selecting underachievers by each of the five parts of
the clinic procedure., |

It will be observed from Table L8 that of the 10
Intercorrelations among ‘the two measures of self-peréeption
and the five.parts=6rfﬁﬁQLC11nic procedure for selecting
underachievers, 2 @fﬁfﬁéfdorrelgbion coefficients were
indeterminate for théféaﬁple under study, 6 were non-
significant at thé-;05719761,'and‘2 were significant at the
«05 level, The signifidaﬁt corrélation coefficients were

between Variable A and ‘gelection of underachievers by the

b

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC
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TABIE 148

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers

at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academlc Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

Measures of

Self-Perception GA® vb R ‘ Md 7°

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor é

Varisble Af IND Lo1¥* W78 .358 .027 {
Variable Bg IND .’4-09 0106 0565* 0233 A

Note,=-=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

&piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abiliti Quotient and
VYerbal Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reallty Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fstudent academic self-concept.

‘SStudent perception of control over environment.,

"B < .05,
Hp & L 01,
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Verbal Factor and betﬁeen Vsriable B and selection of under-
achievers by the Mbtivational Factor.

Table 9 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
clinic procedure at a discrepancv level of 1,5 SD,

It will be noted,from Table 49 that all 10 of the
correlation coefficients‘among‘the two measures of self-
perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure were
indeterminate, for the sample under study, at a discrepancy
level of 1.5 SD, B

A synthesis of the preceding findings shows that when
a discrepancy of .5 SD or more'or a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more between the Expected Ability Quotient and the five
parts of the clinie procedure was used as the criterion for
selecting underachievers;ethe7intercorrelations among the
two measures of'self-perception and the five parts of the
clinic procedure were predominantlv non-significant (.05
level) for the .5 SD level and indeterminate for the sample
under study for the L.S.SD leveI; Two significant correla-
tion coefficients - ( 05 level) ‘occurred, however, for a

discrepancy of 1,0 SD er.more between academic aptitude and

performance .

biscussion. The results at the 1.0 SD level of

discrepancy indicate that there was a relationship between

negative self-concept and selection of underachievers by the

.J. M
R
N
W oo .
Se

R T
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TABIE L9

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

D A oo -

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Underachievers
Measures of
c d 2}

Self-Perception T \a v° R M P
' Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable AT IND IND IND IND IND
Varisble BE IND  IND IND  IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficlent
for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlient and
General Ability Factor, ‘

by screpancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Yerbal Factor,

CDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
.Reality Factor. . .

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability~Quoﬁient and
Motivational Factor.

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.
fStuden.t academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

*2 < 0050
**B < 01,
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Verbal Factor, for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with

IQ's.below 90, A relationship was also noted between
negative perception of contrel over environment and the
selection of underachievers by the Motivatlional Factor,

The lack of Intercorrelations among the two measures
of self-perception and the fi?e-part clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers, when discrepancies of .5 SD or
more and 1,0 SD or more were ueed by the clinic procedure
as criterlia for underachievement, suggests that the .5 SD
and 1,5 SD discrepancy ievele.ney not provide appropriate
criteria for selecting.undergehievers by the clinic procedure,

Analysis III°~ Groub of 50 Students with
IQ's from 90 through 110

Question 1: 1Is the Prdbabilit.
Selectlon as an Underachiever. qgal@x
Distributed across §i§.0b ective
Methods of Selecting Underachievers,
Two SubjectIve Methods of Selecting
Underachievers and a: FPive-Part Clinic
Procedure for Selectin Underachievers
at fach of Three Levels of Discrepancy
between M‘asures'7ffhcademic Apt ude
and Performance?

The values dbtained frem the Cochran's Test at discrep-
ancies of .5 SD or more, 1,0 SD or more, and 1.5 SD or more
between aptitude and performance were all significant beyond

the ¢01 level, as is shewn in Tdble 50.

. Discussion., Theee data indicate that selection as an

. f

underachiever was not equally probdble among the six objective
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TABIE 50

T Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

f Tevels of Discrepancy
; Sample
| .5 8D 1,0 SD 1.5 SD
z Sample with IQ's
5 from 90 . ‘ ‘ -
through 110 29,89** 67.,23°% 17.01%%
*p <.0L
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methods of selecting underachievers, the two subjective
methods, and the five-part ciinic procedure for the group of
50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110, at all three levels
of discrepancy between aptitude and performance. The larger
values of the 1.0 SD and 1,5 Sb discrepancy levels suggest
that the size of the discrepancy between aptitude and
performance may affect the interrelationships among the nine
methods of selecting underachievers. It will be recalled
from Analyses I and IT thet the values obtained from the
Cochran's Test were also significant beyond the .01l level
for all three levels of ciecrepancy for the random sample of
100 students and the sampie of_so students with IQ's
below 90,

Question 2: What Are the Interrelia-
tionships the ix Objective
Methods of ‘EE%%@‘I‘ “Underachievers
for Each of Three Levels of'ﬁa_i%rc_'_e_g-

ancy between Measurec of Acade

AptTtude and Performance?"

Table 51 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers
when a discrepancy of +5 8D or more between measures of aca=-
demic aptitude and academic performance was used as the
criterion for selecting underachievers.

- It will be noted fram the intercorrelations reported
in Tdble 51 that correlation coefficients significant at the
.01 level were found betwéen thelfcllowing methods of select-
ing underachievers:‘3(a)=Method 1 and Methods L, 5, 63 (b)
Mbthed 2 and Method an(c{ Method 3 and Method li; (d) Method
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TABIE 51

Petrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90. Through 110

Ob jective Methods Objective Methods of Selecting
of Selecting Underachievers
Underachlevers Mothod Method Method Method Method
| 2 3 L 5 6
Method 1% 271 L0188  .6ug™ L6317 780
Method 2° .523  .056 4185 6oL
Method 3° | 699™ 12, .L65
Method 4% | 595 4189
Method 5° 780"
Method 6f

| &piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test,

bpiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.
CDiscrepancy betweer. WISC and WRAT,
4p1screpancy between nggnghérndike and WRAT.
°Discrepancy between Qgggnghorndike and GPA.

| fDisdrqpancy betwéen‘WISC and GPA.

*2 < 0050
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L and Methods 1, 3, 5; (o) Method 5 and Methods 1, i, 6; and

T )

(£) Method 6 and.Mbyhgﬁéll, 2, 5. Correlation coefficlents
for the following metp§§§ were non-significant at the .05
level: (a) Method 1 aﬁg.Mbthodﬁ 2, 33 (b) Method 2 and
' Methods 1, 3, b, 5; (c);ﬂbthod 3 and Methods 1, 2, 5, 63
(d) Method L and Mbthodsfz, 63 (e) Method 5 and Methods 2,
s and (f) Method 6 and_Methpds‘3, L. ‘
Table 52 summarizes théffindings for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachlevers

when a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more between measures of
academic aptitude and academiq*performance was used as the
criterion for selecting unZerachievers,

It will be seen from Table 52 that of the 15 inter-

correlations among the six objective methods of Selecting
underachievers, 6 of the correlation coefficlents were
indeterminate, L correlatioﬁ:poefficients were non-
significant at the.fog-level, I coefficients were signif-
icant at the .05 1e§el,-and 1 coefficlent was significant at
the .01 level. ,The‘coprelatipngcoefficients significant at
the .05 level werg‘petgegn Methods 2 and 3, Methods 1 and S
and: Methods 3 andﬂéé;g?he correlation coefficient significant
at the ,01 1eve1;yg§ p?ﬁyeenkyéthod 2 and Method 6,

Table 53 sum@ari@?s tﬁéﬁfindings for the intercorre- !
lations among the six dbject;veamethods of selecting under=-

achievers, when a discrepancy of 1,5 SD or more between
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TABIE 52

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Ob jective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90 Through 110

Objective Methods of Selecting

Ob jective Methods Underachievers
of Selecting
Underachievers Method Method Method Method Method

2 3 L 5 6
Method 1% 278 51 IND 664"  IND
Method 2° .688%  IND mp .82y
Method 3° .123  .286 688"
Method L9 918 1IN
Method 5° | IND
Me thod 6f

Note.~=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for thils sampls,.

&Discrepancy between Lorgo-Thorndike and Stanford
Achlevement Test.

b

Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.
cDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
9piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

e\D:i.ssc:r'epemcy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,
Tpiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

*2 < «05,

*p< .01,
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. TABIE B3

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
et 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90 Through 110

 0bjecﬁive Methods of Selecting

Ob jective Methods © Underachilevers

of Selecting —

Underachievers Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 L 5 6

Method 1% IND I IND IND IND

Method 2P I I IND  .956%

Method 3° " IND IND IND

Method L4 IND IND

Method 5° IND

Method 6T

Note.--IND:=:

»

for thls sample.

Indeterminate correlation coefficients

8Discrepancy between ﬁbrge-Thorndike and Stanford

Achievement Test.

Test .

bDiscrepancy:between WISC and Stanford Achievement

cDiscrepancy;béfﬁeeﬁ WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy%betWeeﬁ Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

°Discrepancyfﬁéﬁwbén Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
fp1screpancy between WISC and GPA.

*B < .05.




aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for
selecting underachievers.

A refefence to Table 53 will show that for a dlscrep-
ancy of 1.5 SD or more between academic aptitude and perform-
ance, 1l of the 15 correlation coefficients among the six
ob jective methods pf selecting underachlevers were indeter-

minate and one was significant at the .05 level,

Discussion. It will be recalled from Analysis I

(random sample of 100 sixth grade males) that for all six
objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a discrep-
ancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, there was a relationship
botween two methods of selecting underachievers when both
methods used the same measure of academic aptitude. For a

~discrepancy of .5 SD or more, there was a relationship
between two methods of selecting underachievers when both '
methods used either the same measure of academic aptitude or
the same measure of scademic performance. Some evidence of
these patterns was also evident for the sample of 50 sixth
grade males with IQ's from 90 through 110,

The results for a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance showed that.for the 50

. students with IQ's from 90 through 110, there was a relation=

ship between selection of underachievers:by Method L and

Methods 1, 3, 5 and between selection of underachievers by

Method 5 and Methods 1, lj, 6. Thus, with reference to
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tionship between the Two Subjective
Methods of Selecting Underachlevers?
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Methods L and 5,;re£etionships between these methods and
each of the other six methods occurred when two methods
emﬁioyed elther the same measure of academic aptitude or the
3ame measure of academlc performance,

The results for a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more for
this sample showed that there was a relationship between
selection of underachievers by Method 2 and Methods 3, 6
between selection of underachievers by Method 3 and Methods
2, 6, between selection of underachievers by Method 6 and ‘
Methods 2, 3, and between selection of underachlevers by é

Method 5 and Methods 1, L., Thus, for the methods in ques- ]

tion, a relationship occurred when two methods employed the
same measure of academic aptitude.

The findings for the 1 5 SD level of discrepancy, with
all but one of the intercorrelations unobtainable for this
sample, suggest that a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more is too
large to permit comperisons amcng these methods of selecting

underachievers in a sample of 50 subjects,

Question 3: What Isjthe'Interrela-

A correlation coefficient of ,105, which was non-
significant at the .05 level was obtained between the two
subjective methods of selecting underachievers, 1l.e., student
Judgment of achievement and teecher Judgment of achlievement,

(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic
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performance was not involved in the comparison between the

two subjective methods.of selécting underachievers. )

Diséussion. These rééults do not give evidence of a

relationship between selection as an underachlever by student
judgment of achieveménﬁ'and‘selection as an underachiever by
teacher judgment of achlevement for the sample qf 50 sixth
grade boys with IQ's from 90 through 110. It will be recalled.
from Analyses I and II that there was & relationship between
the two subjectiQe methods of'selecting underachievers for
the random sample of 100 students, but not for the sample of
SO students with IQ's belo§'90. It is possible that students
with low or average 1IQ's, who feel that in comparison with
their potential, their school achievement is "not as good as
expected," may expect of-themselves higher academic perform-
ance than their teachers“expebt of them. It 1s alsofpossfble
that a relationship was found between the two subjective
methods of Selecﬁing‘underachievers for the samplé of Anal=-
ysis I but not for the sample§ of Analyses IT and III

because of the restricted range of the sample size of 50

used in Analyses IT and III. @ =

Question Lh: What Are.the Interrela-
tIonships among the Two Subjective
Methods of Se%e,c"ﬂ'ﬁ —Underachievers
and the Six Objective.lMethods for

Each of Three Levels of Discrepancy

between Measures of Academic Aptitude
anHAIcadeﬁic Ferformance?

" Table 5l re¢&?d§5£he réaults for the intercorrelations

by
B i i o Gak




1
i
3
3
:
:
X
i
B
4

B
3 | ~ TABIE Sl
3 % . - Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlients Among Two
- Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods
¢ of Selecting Underachievers at .S SD
; Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQt's
from 90 Through 110
e  Subjective | Objective ‘Methods of Selecting
B - . ... . Methods of = | = . . Underachievers
E S e Underachievers . Method Method™ - - Méthod,‘ ;Méthod " ‘Method Method
1 2 3 L S ) .
- Method 78 |20 L2090 113 .113 209 - 089
B Method 8" .165 166 363 253 L16% (372
3 ] 8iscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.
% bpiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test. |
i CDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
%, dpiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT. -
}; ®Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA. |
é fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,
1 8selection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement. ;
f _hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement: f
%* « i
< .05 i
;; "y < Lo, »
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among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods when a discrepancy of .5 SD or
more between aptitude and perfdrmance was used by each of
éhe objective methods as a criterion for selecting
underachievers,

A reference to Table 5l will show that all six of the
correlation coefficients between Method 7 and the objective
methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant at
the .05 level, Of the six correlation coefficlents between
Method 8 and the objective methods of selecting under-
achlevers, five of the coefficients were non-significant at
the .05 level., A correlation coefficient significant at the
«05 level was obtained between Method 8 and Method 5.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two
sub jective methods of selecting underachievers and the six
ob jective methods, at 1,0 SD discrepancy or more between
aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 55,

It will be noted from Table 55 that all of the corre-
lation coefficients between Vethod 7 and Methods 1 through 6
were non-significant at the ,05 level., Of the six correla-
tion coefficients between Method 8 and the objective methods
of selecting underachievers, one was significant at the .01
level, four were non-significant at the .05 level, and one

was indeterminate for the sample under study.

Table 56 records the results for ths intercorrelations

among the two subjective methcds of selecting underachievers




TABIE 55

Tetra~horic Correlestion Coefficients Among Two
Sub jective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptl-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90 Through 110

Sub jective Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

Selecting | 5 ) c a e N3

Underachlevers Method Me thod Method Method Method Method
12 3 b 5 6

Yethod 78 0209 .227 000 172 32 0227

Method 8" .83  .058 639™ .92 D 058

Note.==-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

8piscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike =and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

cDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

®Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

8selection of underachievers by student judgment of achlevement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

*E. < .05,

43:—2< .01,




TABIE 56

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Sub jective Methods and Six Objective Methods
of Selecting Undesrachievers at 1,5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 0 Through 110

Sub jective Ob jective Methods of Selecting

Methods of Underachievers .

Selecti

Undevachievers Me thod® Meghodb Method® Method® Me;hode Meghodqr
1 3

Method 78 .286 IND IND IND IND IND

Method 8N 379 313 IND IND IND .219

Note,==-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

CDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dDiscropancy between Lorge-~Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge~Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

83election of underachievers hy student Judgment of achievement,
hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement,
¥p & .05,

p < 401,

3
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and the six objective methods, when 1,5 SD discrepancy or
more between aptitude and performance was used by each of
the objective methods as the ¢riterion for selecting
underachievers, |
| It will be noted from Table 56 that five of the
correlation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1
through 6 were indeterminate for this sample and one was
non-gignificant at the .05 level, Of the six correlation
coefficients between Method 8 and Methods 1 through 6, three
were indeterminate for the sample under study and three were

non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results recorded in Tables 5l and 55

show evidence of a striking 1§¢k of interrelationships among
the two subjective methods 6f‘éélecting underachievefs and
the six objective method§ for‘tﬁe sample of 50 sixth grade
meles with IQ's from 90 throughwllo. The data for a dlscrep-
ancy of 1.5 SD or more, with'ﬁhg majority of the correlation
coefficients undbtainﬁbie, wéfe'insufficient for drawing
meaningful generalizations. 3 |

For this sample, the data d1d not indicate a relation-
ship between seieqﬁipﬁ;qf underachievers by student judgment
of achlisvement and apy_o# theysix objective methods of
selecting underachiéQé#é?for Qiécrepancies of «5 SD or 1.0
SD between aptitude g@d'éprrormgnce.- A relationship between

selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of

'.
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achievement and Method 5 wes observed for a discrepancy of
.5 SD or more, and betweer. selection of underachievers by
teacher judgment of achlevement and Method 3 for a discrep-
ancy of 1,0 SD or more.

A question was raised in Analysis I (random sample of
100 sixth grade males) regarding the criterion by which stu-
dents and teachers selected underachievers in the present
investigation., The lack of interrélationships between the
two subjective methods and the six objective methods for the
sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90 and the sample of
50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110 suggest that, for
thes: samples, the criterion Ly which students and teachers
judged underachievement may have been based on a criterion
or criteria other than the one requested, 1l.e., discrepancy

between aptitude and performance.

Question What Are the Interrela-
tionéhigs among the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecti
Underachlievers, for Each of Three
Tevels of Discrepancy between
Measures . of AcaEemic Aptitude and

Academic Performance9

Table 57 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achieverg when .5 SD discrepancy or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (Chapter II,
page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.,

A reference to Table 57 will show that of the 10
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TABIE 57

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

The Clinic The Clinic Procedure
Procedure vV 'E_R M P

Factor Factor Factor Factor
GA Factor® Ji22 f;kzz* 009 o 691}
V Pactor® 4086 .631** L 68%
R Factor® .18l «375
M Factord - | .683*
P Factor® |

8LDiﬂcI'epzamcy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

Ppiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor. .

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reallty Factor,

dDiscrepanc}r between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor. ‘

B < 0050

e < .01, |
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correlation coefficients obtalned, 2 were significant at the
05 level, and 3 were significant at the .0l level, Five of
the 10 coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level, .

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the
clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a
discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are summarized in
Table 58,

It will be seen from Table 58 that among the 10 inter-
correlations, i were indeterminate for the sample under study, -
1l was significant at the .05 level, 1 was significant at the
«01 level, and |} were non-significant at the .05 level,

Table 59 summarizes the 1ntercorr61ations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under=-
achievers when 1,5 SD discrepancy or more between academic
aptifude and performance was used as the criterion for
underachievement,

It will be seen from Table 59 that all 10 of the
~correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate
for the sample under study, when a discrepancy of 1,5 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers,

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables

57 end 58 indicate, for the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's from 90 through 110, that there were a number of
interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic




TABIE 58

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinlc Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

B P T IR RS rrmy

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110
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Thé Clintc 'The Clinic Procedure
Procedure v ": R M P

Factor Factor Factor Factor
GA Factor® IND . IND IND IND
V Factor® T 0309 L2l 5 5*
R Factor® o «357 255
M F'actord .793**
P Factor®

Note,==IND: Ihdeterminate correlation coeffi=-
cient for this sample, SR :

aDiscrepancybe‘tweeﬁ'Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability PFactor.,

PDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor, :

°Discrepancy bétﬁeen.Expected Ability Quotient
and Reallity Factor, |

“Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and MotivationglgFactor; et :

~_ °Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotperactor;; o .

»*B < 0054';1‘ s
=Y PO




TABIE 59

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

194

The Clinic The Clinic Procedure
Procedure GA v R ”
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factor? I IND 15D D
¥ Factor? IND IND TTD
R Factor® on D
M Factord IND

P Factor®

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for thls sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Abllity Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient
and Verbal Factor,

Discrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor,

;g< .05,
P < .0l

%
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procedure of selecting underachievers for the .5 SD and 1,0
SD levels of discrepancy. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more between aptitude and performance; all of the inter-
correlations among the five parts of the cliniec procedure'
were indeterminate for the eample under study,

By comparing the‘data.for Question 5 in Analyses I, II,
and III at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance, iﬁlwill be seen that there were
interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic proce=-
dure for each sample or Analysis at both levels of discrep-
ancy. In view of these interrelationships among scores based
on the discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Factor scores, a question has been raised regarding the pos-
8ibility of interrelationships among the factor scores them=

selves (see Analysis I, Question 5),

Question 6' What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of
Ehe ﬁlInic rocedure rfor Selectin
Underachievers and the Six ObJective

Methods of Selectin Underaf-jevers
Three le

at Bach ol Vels of Discrepanc
between Measures of Academic ApETtuae
efﬁ’Acadé_icNFerformance7 -

Table 60 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achlevers and the six objective methods of selecting under=-
achievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers.'73.'




TARLE 60

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among, Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting nderachievers at o5 SD
Discrepancv Retween Academic Aptitude and Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth frede Males with
IQ's from 90 Through 110

Ob jective The Clinic Procedure “or Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

Selecting e
Underachievers Fag::r FaX:or Fagzor Fazfor Fagtor
Method 1f .211 Jy73% .358 o7l . 069
Methoa 28 098 .364 .753 . 36l 167
Method 3h . 169 Loo* .270 .738%" 29"
Method L1 169 .281 .165 .281 .270
Method SJ 1101 277 »298 . 0L9 | « 298
Method 6¥ o542 .153 .327 .Sl ** .012

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factoro

. cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
actor, '

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor, :

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor, :

fDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement
Test. ‘

L ]

®Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
BDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,

1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and‘WRAT.

JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,

kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.
*.E< .0%,
**p_< «01,
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A reference to Table 60 will show that of the 30
correlation coeffiggpptg amogg the five parts of the clinic
procgdube.forgsgiéqfihé.underachievers and the six objective
mathpﬁéqu_seléétipg underachlevers, 3 of the coefficients
were éignificgnf;gt;the .05 level, 2 were significant at the
.01 19#91, and‘ZS.were non-significant at the .05 level., The

correlation coefficients significant at the .05 level were

between Method 3 and the Verbal and Psychomotor Factors and

between Method 1 and the Vefbal_Factor; The corrslation
coefficients significant at.the .0l level were beé*een the
Motivational Factor end Methods 3 and 6. None of the corre=-
lation coefficients.betweeﬁ the General Ablility Factor and
the sii objective metirods waéfqighificant_at the .05 level;
none of the correlation‘éoeffggients between the Reallty
Factor and the six Objectiﬁéumgthods was significant at the
.05 level. |

 Table 61 summarizes the .intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic?procédure for selecting under-

achlevers and the'six<6bjectiﬁq methods of selecting under-
achievers, when a discrépancyjqf_l.o SD or more between
academic aptitude and; academi¢ performance was used as the

criterion for-selecﬁihgkyndeféqhipvers.

It will be ndted ‘from Teble 61 that of the 30 inter-

correlatlions among'thefﬁiveﬂfégts of the clinlc procedure
for selecting underachiéﬁerg?éndjthe six objective methods,
10 of the doefficientsawére;1pdeterm1nate for the sample

under study, l were 'significant at the .05 level, 2 wers
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TARIE 61

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Five Parts of the
Clinle Procedure f'or Selecting Underachlievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's from 90 Through 110

Objective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Methods Underachievers

inderachisvars ca® v° R® m p°
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 1f IND 0152 .223 . 087 01

Method 27 IND 217 D 138 277

Method 3% IND Ji83* . 309 921" .R29™*

Yethoa U1 IND .550 .179 791" .179

Method 59 IND .286 IND 6oL * IND

Method 6K I - .217 IND 138 o5k3"

Note,-~IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
Factor,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor,

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor,

rDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Testo

gDiscre_pancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
hDiscrepancy betwein WISC and WRAT,

1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.
JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

*2< .05,
m’2< .01.
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significant at the .0l level, and 1} were non-significant at
the ;05 level, Correlation coefficients significant at the
.05 level were between the Verbal Factor and Method 3, the
Motivational Factor and Methods L, 5 and the Psychomotor
Factor and Method 6, Correlation coefficients significant
at the .01 level were obtained between Method 3 and the Moti-
vational and Psychomotor Factors.

Teble 62 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure and the six objective
methods of selecting underachievers for a discrepancy of 1.5
SD or more between aptitude and performance,

A reference to Table 62 will show that of the 30
intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce=
dure for selecting underachievers‘and the slx ob jective
methods of selecting underachievrers, 27 correlation coeffi-
cients were indeterminate for the sample under study. The
other 3 correlation coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level,

Discussion. For the eaﬁple of 50 students with IQ's

from 90 through 110, the resulﬁs reported at the .5 SD and
1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform=-

ance, showed evidence of onlysxfew interrelationships among
the five parts of the clinic procedure and the objective
methods of selecting underachievere. The data for a discrep=-

aney of 1.5 SD or more, with the maJority of the correlations

3




TARLE 62

Tetrachoric Correlatlon Coefflcients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers and the Six
Ob jective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Petween Academic Aptitude and Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's from 90 Through 110

Ob jective The Clinic Prucedure for Selecting
Methods of Inderachievers
Selecting 5

c e
Underachievers GA® \ R Md P
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Me thod IND IND I I IND
Method 28 IND .857 IND 757 IND
Method 3P IND IND IND IND IND
Method L1 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 59 IND IND IND IND IND
Mothod 6X IND .857 IND IND IND

Note,==IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Genersal
Ablility Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and Verbal
Factor,

cDiscrepancy between Expecfed Ability Quotient and Reality
Factor,

d

Discrepancy between Expeoted Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor,

. eDiscrepanc,v between Expected Abllity Quotient and Psychomotor
actor,

fDiscrepancy,between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

Test.

gDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,

1D:lscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

JDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,
kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

*2< .05,
e 01,
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indeterminate for thils sample, were insufficlent for drawing
meaningful generalizations,

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used, a rela-
tionship was found between the Motivatlonal Factor and
Methods 3, 6; between the Verbal Factor and Methods 1, 3;
and between'the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3, The Gen=-
eral Ability Factor and the Reallty Factor did not appear to
be related to any of the objeptive methods of selecting
underachievers. At the 1.0 SD level of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance, there was a relationship between
the Motivational Factor and Methods 3, L, and 5; between
the Psychomotor Factor and Methods 3 and 6§ and between the
Verbal Factor and Method?3.i.'

It will be observed from the preceding paragraph that
the Motivational Factor, the Verbal Factor, and ihe Psycho=-
motor Factor were all relat;dfyo Method 3 at both the .5 SD
and 1,0 SD levels of discreéancy between aptitude and performe
ance, A similar observatioqfwaé recorded for Analysis I, a
rendom sample of 100 sixth grade males, where it was pointed
out that Method 3 and'thé adgpted Jastak procedure employed
the same instruments. The tféndtjuét described was not so
clearly evident for Agalgsis‘;I;ithe sample of 50 students
with-IQ's below 90, - . :-u

On the basis b?ithe data obtained in the previous two

Analyses, a queetion;ﬁasvraihed.aa to whether the clinie
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procedure, as a whole, was useful as a method of selecting
underachievers, It was also pointed out that the factor
discrepancy scores may deal with dimenslons of underachieve=-
ment different from the objective methods of selecting
underachievers,

The lack of iInterrelationships smong selection of
underachlevers by the clinic procedure and the objective
methods of selecting underachievers, for the present sample,
supports the possibility that the adapted Jastak factors may
not be useful indicators of underachlevement or may deal
wlth different aspects of underachievement. It will be
noted, however, that in'the samples of Analyses I, II, and
III, the Motivational Factor was related to at least one of

the objective methods of selecting underachievers at the .5
SD and 1,0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and

performance,

Question 72 What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure and the Two
Subjective Methods of Selecti
Onderachievers at Each of Three
ESveIs of Discrepancy between

measures ol Academic pEItude
and Academic Per?ormance?

Table 63 records the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachlevers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or




TABIE 63

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods, of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's from 90 Through 110

Sub jective The Clihie'Procedure for Selecting

Methods of ~ - Underachievers

Selecting a b c ma e
GA ' R P

Underachlevers | p itor Factor Factor Factor Factop

Method 7% .087 . 168 .055 .158 .055

Method 88 .182 ,238 .035 L76 Jier®

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor. |

bDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor. _ : |

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor, )

dDiscnepanqy befﬁeen.Expecfed Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor. -

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor. L

Tselection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement, P | |
o R
gSelectioqvoqunderachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement. co L T 5 - .

. -):-'R'< .05,

*p< L0,
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or more between aptitude and performance was used as the
criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic
procedure,

Tt will be noted from Table 63 that 9 of the 10
correlatioh coefficients among the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers and the five parts of the clinic

procedure were non-significant at the ,05 level. The corre-
| lation coefficlent between the Psychomotor Factor and Method
%‘ 8 was significent at the .05 level,

| Teble 6l records the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachlevers, whena discrepancy of 1,0 SD or
more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure,

A reference to Table 6L will show that of the inter-
correlations between the five parts of the clinlic procedure
for selecting underachievers and Method 7, four of the
coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level and one
was indeterminate for the sample under study. |

It can also be seeﬁ from Table 6l that of the corre-
lations between the flive parts of the clinlic procedure and
Method 8, two of the coefficients were non-significant at
the ,05 level, one was indeterminate for the sample under

study, one was significant at the .05 level and one was




TABIE 6l

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Sub Jective Methods of Selecting Under-
achlevers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic :
- Aptitude and Academic Performance for i
a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males |
with IQ's from 90 Through 110

Sub jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Methods of | Underachlevers

Selecting a . <D c d )
GA™. AN R M | 3

ynderachlevers | pictor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7% IND  ,384h  .087  ,291 087

Mo thod 88 oD 272 248 683" 589"

Note.--IND: Indeterminete correlation coefficient
for this sample, | , ‘

aDiscrepancy betweenIExpected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor, - - :

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor., :

CDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor,

¢

¢Discrepancy between.Expected Abllity Quotient and
Motivational Factor. ;.

Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factdr. ‘.

_ fSelection of underachievers by student jJudgment of
achievement, L ‘ , * -

gSelection of underaohievers by teacher judgment of
achievement. ' K e A e
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significant at the .01 level. The correlation coefficient

between Method 8 and the Motivational Factor was significant
at the .01 level and the coefficient between Method 8 and
the Psychomotor Factor was éignificant at the .05 level.

Table 65 records the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1,5 SD or 5
more between aptitude and performarce was used by the clinic
procedure as the criterion for selecting underachievers,

A reference to Table 65 will show that when a discrep-
ancy of 1.5 SD or more was used, seven of the correlation
coefficients between the two subjective methods of selecting
underachievers and the five parts of the clinlc procedure

were indeterminate for the sample under study. The other

three correlation coefficients were non-significant at the

.05 level,

Discussion. The results reported at the «5 SD and
1,0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and performance
show evidence of only a few interrelationships among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achievers and the two subjective methods of selecting undere
achievers for the.sample of 50 sixth grade males with IQ's
| from 90 through 110, Foﬁia discrepancy of 1.5 SDAor moré,
with the majority of the correlation coefficients - |
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TABLEJQS

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Sub jective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1,5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for
a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's from 90 Through 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Sub jective Und

Methods of | | nderachievers

Selecting ca® *;b R® MCI P
Underachievers | p..ton Factor Factor Factor Factor
Method 7% IND D IND .119 IND
Method 88 CIND | L066 IND 219 IND

Note.--INDs :InaetermihateVcorrelation coefficient

for this sample. .

| %Discrepancy between.Expected Abllity Quotient
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
Verbal Factor,

®Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
Reality Factor,

» dDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
Motivational Factor,

°Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Qnotient
Psychomotor Factor. | | ,

and

and

and

and

and

fSelection of underachieverslby student Jjudgment of

achievenient,

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of

achievement., S e
2<-°5- |
2<.010. \ |
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indeterminate for this sample, the data were insufficlent
for drawing meaningful generalizations.

At the .5 SD level of discrepancy, the findings did
not show evidence of a relationship between selection of
underachievers by student judgment of achievement and any
of the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers, A relationship was found between selection
of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement and the
Psychomotor Factor.

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, a rela-
tionship was not observed between selection as an under-

. achiever by student judgment or achievement and ény of the.
five parts of the clinic procedure. There was a relation-
ship, however, between selection as an underachiever by
teacher judgment of achievement and the Motivational and
Psychomotor Factdrs.

Question 8: What Is the Relationshi
between the Two Measures of oell-
Perception?

A correlation coefficient of .,608, which was signif-
icant at the ,01 level, was obtalined between the two measures
of self-perception, i.e., student'academic self-concept and
student perception of control over enviromment., (Level of
discrepancy between academilc aptitude and academic perform-

ance was not involved in the comparison between the two

measures of self-perception,)
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Discussion., These results indicate that there was a

relationship between studentfacademic self-concept and
negative perception of contrel over environment for the
sample of 50 sixth grade maleswwith IQ's from 90 through 110,

It will be recalled from Analyses I and II that a
relationship was also found between the two measures.of self=
perception for the randomfsamnle of 160 students and the
sample of 50 students witn lQ's‘below 90,

Question 9: What Are the Interrela-
tTionships amon th_-Tho_ﬂEasures of
Self-Ferception and the S1x Objec-
tive ﬁethods of S—Tec-igg Under-
achlfevers at each of Three Levels

of Discrepanc betweeﬁéﬂbasures of
Academic AEtitude and . Academic
Performance? R

Table 66 records ‘the results for the intercorrelations
among the two measures of self—perception and the six objec-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD
discrepancy or more‘between aptitude and performance was
used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for
Sselecting underachievers. ,f;,“,

It will be seen from Table 66 that of the 12 inter-
correlations among the two measures of" self-perception and
the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 11 of
the. correlation coefficients were non—significant at the ,05
level. The correlation coefficient between student academic

self-concept and Method 2 was significant at the ,01 level,

’ ’ I * .'.A ,... [N
' <l s
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Table 67 recofds the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the two measures of self-perception and the six
objective methods of/selecting underachievers, when a 1,0 8D
discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was
used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for
selecting underachievers: .

A reference to Table 67 will show that of the 12
intercorrelations amcng che two measures of self-perception !
and the six objective meéhods~of selecting underachievers,

10 of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at
the .05 level, oce was indeterminate for the sample under
study, and one was significant at the .05 level., The signif-
icant correlation coefficiect was between Variable B and
Method 1. L

Table 68 recofds fhe fesults for the intercorrelations
among the two measures.of self-perception and the six objec=-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a 1,5 SD
discrepancy or more~between aptitude and performance was
used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for
selecting underachievers. |

It will be observed rrom Table 68 that of the 12
1ntercorre1ations among the two measures of self-perception
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 5
of the correlation’ coefficients were non=-significant at the

.05 level, 6 were;indeterminate for the sample under study,
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and 1 was significant at the .05 level, The significant

correlation coefficient was between Variable B and Method 1,

Discussion. Summarizing the data for Variasble A from

Tables 66, 67, and 68, it will be sesn that all of the corre=-
lation coefficients between Variable A and Methods 1 through
6 were either non-significant (.05 level) or indeterminate
for the sample under study for all three levels of discrep-
ancy between academic aptitude and performance. Thus, these
data do not show evidence of a relationship between negative
self-concept and academic underachievement (operationally
defined by the six relative discrepancy methods of selecting
underachievers) for the sample of 50 sixth grade males with
IQ's from 90 through 110, A reference to the discussion for.
Question 9, Analyses I and II will show a similar lack of
relationshipsbetween negative self-concept and the six
objective methods of selecting ﬁnderachievers for both the
random sample of 100 students and the 50 students with IQ's
below 90, It was previously pointed out in the discussion
of Question 9, Analysis I, that the findings of the present
investigation may have been influenced by the mammer in which
the scores representing negative self-concept were obtained,
The data for Variable B gave evidence of only one
significant correlation coefficient (.05 or .01 levels)
between Variable B and Methods 1 through 6 at each of the

three levels of discrepancy between aptitude and performance,

saage oW
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At a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, the results indicated a
relationship between negative perception of control over
environment and selection of underachievers by Method 2.

For a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more, the findings indicated
a relationship between negative perception of control over
environment and selection of underachievers by Method 1l. At
a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more,: with several of the corre-
1lation coefficients indeterminate for the sample under study,
there was a relationghip between negative perception of
control over environment and Method 1. On the whole, stu-
dents 1; this sample agreeing with or not sure about the
statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be
successful in 1life™ were not generally selected as under-
achlevers by the six objective ﬁethods of selecting

underachievers,

%uestion ]10: What Are the Interrela-
ions s among the Two Measures of
Self-Terception and The Two Subjective

Methods of Selecting Underachlevers?

Table 69 gives the results for the intercorrelations
among the two measures of sélfﬂperception and the two subjec=
tive methods’qf selecting uﬁderéchievers. (Level of discrep=-
ancy between aptitude and pérfofménce was not involved 1in
these comparisons,)

It will be seen from Table 69 that there was a signif-

icant correlation coefficient (.01 level) between Variable B
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TABIE 69

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Measures of Self-Perception and the Two
Sub jective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's from 90

Through 110

l Sub jective Methods of
; Measures of Selecting Underachlievers
g Self-Perception a 0
r Method 7 Method 8
P ,
E Variable A° . 309 .121

Verisble B% | 5617 .099

IR e N A T s

8selection of underachievers by student
judgment of achlevement,

bselection of underachievers by teacher
Judgment of achievement.,

CStudent academic self-concept.

dStudent perception of control over
environment.

*p < .05,
¥ < 401,
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and Method 7. The other three correlation coefficients
between the two measures of self-perception and the subjec-
tive methods of selecting underachlevers were non-significant

at the .05 level,

Discussion. For the sample of 50 sixth grade males
with IQ's from 96 through 110, there was a relationship
between Varlable B and Method 7, but not between Variable B
and Method 8. Students agreeing with or not sure about the
statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be
successful in 1ife™ tended to select themselves as under-
achievers, but were not sslected by their teachers as under-
achievers, The findings for-#ariable B are similar to those
reported for the random sample of 100 students (Analysis I,
Question 10) in which there was a relationship between the
two measures of self-perception'and Method 7, but not between
the two measures of self-perception and Method 8. These data
for Analyses I and III may be interpreted to suggest that
the individual psychological characteristics of both teacher

and child may have some. influence on ‘perception of academic .
achievement. ; |

The non-significant correlation coefficients (.05
lsvel) between Variable A and Methods 7 and 8 suggest that

students with negative self-conoepts did not select them=

selves as underachievers and were not selected as under-

achlevers by their teachers in the sample of 50 students
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with IQ's from 90 through 110, It wlll be recalled from the
discussion of Question 9 in the present Analysls, that the
results gave no evidence of any relationships between
negative self-concept and the six objective methods of
selecting underachievers at all three levels of discrepancy
between academic aptitude and performance. The results for

Analyses I and II (random sample of 100 sixth grade males,

and sample of 50 sixth grade males with IQ's below 90) also
gave evidence of a general lack of relationships between
Variable A and Methods 1 through 8. These findings call
attention to the possibility originally raised in the
discussion of Question 9, Analysis I, that the findings of
the present 1nvest1gation may have been influenced by'the

i manner in which scores representing negative self-concept

‘were obtalned,

Question 1ll: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Two Measures of
Self-Perception and the Five Farts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers, at kach of Three
Tevels of Discrepancy between
Measures of Academic Aptitude and -
Academic . Performance?

Table 70 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
' L ]

B clinic procedure for selecting underachievers when a dilscrep=

ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was

used as the criterion for underachlievement by each of the

five parts of the clinic procedure,
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TABLE 70

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90 Through 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Measures of , ©  Underachlevers

Self—Perception. GAa . Vb Re M@ i .
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor :

Variable AL 068 - .68  .281 L0856 117

Varisble BE 097 .3.1,;,,‘6 SRR I . 049 17

aDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.: AR

- : bDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor. | L o

®Discrepancy between.hxpected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor, :

. dDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fStudent academic self—concept.
gStudent perception ofnepntrol over enviromment.
:1 B<0050
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It will be seen from Table 70 that all 10 of the
correlation coefficients among the two measures of self-
perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure were
non-significant at the .05 level,

Table 71 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five-part clinic
procedure, when a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more was.used as
the criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic
procedure,

It will be observed from Table 71 that of the 10
intercorrelations smong the two measures of self-perception
and fhe five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers, 3 of the correlation coefficients were
indeterminate for tﬁe semple under study, 3 were non-
significant at the .05 level, 3 were significant at the .05
level, and 1 was significant at .the .01 level., The signif-
icant correlation coefficient at the .01 level was between
Variable A and the Verbal Factor. Correlation coefficlents
significant at the .05 level were between Variable A and the
Reality and Motlivational Factors and between Variable B and
the Verbal Factor,

Table 72 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-
lations among the two measures of self-perception and the

five-part clinic procedure for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance.
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TABIE 71

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers

at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and - Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
| from 90" Through 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Measures of Underachievers

Self-Perception
ca® , Vb R Md Pe
Factor - Factor Factor TFactor Factor

BS-( TR 1 L A 1
Varisble BS I .588% 1D .55 128

&3

Variable AT m 613

Note,--IND: “Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepa.ncy between Expected Ability Qnotient and
General Ability Factor. |

bDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor, ,

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reallity Factor. | o

. L
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor. j

: Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor. S coT

fStudent academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

B < -05- ;v

-u--‘z-E< .01. B :
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TABIE 72

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Flve Parts of
| the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
! at 1,5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
| and Performance for a Sample of 50
S8ixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90 Through 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Measures of Underachievers
Self-Perception oA Vb RC Md P .
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Variable A IND .033 IND .313 IND
Varisble BE IND IND IND .085 IND

Note,--TND: Indeterminate correlation coefficlent
for this sample,

8piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

1 bDiscrapancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
! Verbal Factor. ‘

CDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reallity Factor,

dp1serepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepuncy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

QStudent academic self-concept.

Ve

EStudent perception of control over environment,

*p < 405,
Hp < 401,

b W << L+ et e e | e A .
A e T A =

L P ——— e T - T r rv2 - =% g ; - p”l‘
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It will be noted from Table 72 that of the 10 inter-
correlations among the two measures of self-perception and
the five parts of the clinic procedure, 7 of the correlation
coeffliclents were 1ndeterm1natq for this sample and 3 were
non-significant for the sample under study.

A syntheslis of the preceding findings shows that when
o5 SD and 1,5 SD discrepancy between the Expected Ability
Quotient and the five parts of the clinic procedure were
used as the criteria for selecting underachievers, the
Intercorrelations were non-significant (.05 level) for a
discrepancy of .5 SD and predominantly indeterminate (for
the sample under study) for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD., Signif-
icant intercorrelations (.05 or .01 levels) occurred between
the five-part clinic procedure and the two measures of self-
perception .,nly whenfadiscrepnncy of 1.0 SDHwas used by the
clinic procedure as the criterion for selecting

underachievers,

Discussion. The resuiﬁé ét the 1,0 SD ievel of

discrepancy indicate that there was a relationship between
negative self-concept and selectidn of underachievers by the

Verbal, Reallty, and Motivational Factors for the sample of

50 sixth grade males with IQ's rrom.90 through 110, A rela-

Pa !
tlonship was also obtained between negative perception of ]

control over environment and the Verbal Factor.

The 1ntarrelatlonships reported in the preceding
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paragraph are similar to those reported in the discussion of
Question 11, Analysis I. It was polnted out in Analysis I
that the lack of intercorrelations among the two measures of
self-perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure,
when dilscrepancies of 5 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more were
used by the clinic procedure as criteria for underachieve-
ment, suggests that the .5 SD and 1.5 SD levels of discrep-
ancy between aptitude and performance mey not provide
appropriate criteria for selecting underachlevers by the
five-part clinile procedure.'

Analysis IV: Group of 50 Students
with IQ's above 110

Question l¢ Is the Probability of
Selection as an Underachiever Equally
Distributed across Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers, Two Subjec-
TIive Methods of Selecting Underachlevers,

and a Five-rart Clinic Procedure for
JelectIng Underachievers, for kach of
Three Tgveig.of-ﬁiscre ancy between
Measures of Academic Aptitude and

Academic Performance?

The values obtained from the Cochran's Test at discrep-
ancies of .5 SD or more, 1.0 SD or more, and 1,5 SD or more
between aptitude and performance were all significant beyond

the .01 level, as is shown in Table 73.

Discussion. The statistics from Table 73 indlcate

that selection as an underachiever was not equally probable

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
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TABIE 73

Values for the Cochran's Test at Three ILevels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

— et
—— "

Levels of Dlscrepancy:

Sample
5 8D - 1.0 S . 1,5 D
Sample with IQ!'s .
above 110 76430™F 77.07** 1,8, 29**

MR < 01,
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the two sub jective methods, and the five-part clinic proce-
dure for the group of 50 students with IQ's above 110, at
all three levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform=-
ance. The larger values for the 1,0 SD and 1.5 SD discrep-
ancy levels suggest that the slze of the discrepancy betweén
aptitude and performance may affect the interrelationships .
among the nine methods of selecting underachlevers, It will
be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III that the values
obtained from the Cochran's Test were also significant at
the .0l level for all three levels of discrepancy for the
random sample of sixth grade males, for the sample of 50
sixth grade males with IQ's below 90, and for th9 sample of
50 sixth grade males with IQ's froﬁ.90 tﬁrough 110,

Question 2‘ What Are the Interrela-

tTonships the Six Objective

Methods of e ec-T_ “Underachlievers

?or Each of Three Levels of Discrep-
demic

anc Tween Measures or Acade
-P-——
I E§ ude and Academic Perrtormance?

Table Tl summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-

tions among the six objective methods of selecting under-‘
achievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between
measures of gcademle aptitude and academic performance was
‘used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers,

It will be seén from the intercorrelations reported
in Table 74 that correlation coefficients significant at the
.05 level were found between Method 1 and Method 3, between
Method 2 and Method 3, and between Method I and Method 5.
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. TABIE Tl
Tetrachoric Cérrelation Coefficients Among Six
Ob jective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-

tude and Pérformance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Objective Methods of Selecting

Ob jective Methods Underachievers
of Selecting —
Underachievers Method Method Method Method Method
2 -3 I 5 6
a L e 3%

Method 1l 0359 .’.'.15 .7.15 .663 .288
Method 2° .398%  .026  .252 751
Method 3° B 562" 015 .533™
Method L2 | | san® .23y

| Method 5° B . 266

- 1 Method 6 |

&D1screpancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test. C

'L 2 bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement
t B Test. C

- ®Discrepancy betwéen'WISC;and WRAT.

@Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

®Discrepancy bétween Lérgé-Thorndikefand GPA.
, fDiscrepancy;bétwééniWiSC'and GPA.
1 3+ SRR S
. | R < .05,

Ik

p<L .01,




Correlation coefficients significant at the .0l level were

228
Correlation coefficients significant at the .0l level were
found between Method 1 and Methods L and 5, between Method 2
and Method 6, and between Method 3 and Methods L, 6. Corre-
lation coefficients between the following methods of selecting
underachievers wers non-significant at the .05 level: (a)
Method 1 and Methods 2, 63 (b) Method 2 and Methods 1, L, 53
(c) Method 3 and Method 5; (d) Method U and Methods 2, 6;
(e) Method 5 and Methods 2, 3, 63 and (f) Method 6 and
Methods 1, L, 5.

Table 75 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-
lations among the six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more bet*een
measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was
used as the criterion for selecting underachievers,

It will be noted from the intercorrelations reported
in Table 75 that a correlation coefficient significant at
the .05 level was obtained between Method 1 and Method 2,

found between Method 1 and Method |, and between Method 3 and
Method 6., Correlation coefficients for the following methods
were non-significant at the .05 level: (a) Method 1 and
Methods 3, 5, 63 (b) Method 2 and Methods 3, L, 5, 63 (c)
Method 3 and Methods 1, 2, L, 5; (d) Method li and Methods 2,
5, 63 (e) Method 5 and Methods 1, 2, 3, 4; and (f) Method 6
and Methods 1, 2, k. The correlation coefficient between
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' TABIE 75
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among Six
Ob jective Methods of Selecting Underachlevers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptil=-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's Above 110
- Ob jective Methods of Selecting
i Ob jective Methods _ Underachievers
; of Selecting
| Underachievers Method Method Method Method Method
: 2 3 L 5 6
| Method 1% 518" 385 8L 468 LL426
“ Method 2° 346 266,239,301
| Method 3° I o3L6  W318 66T
| Method L& I 239,301
‘3 Method 5° S IND
‘? Method 6 ' L

for this sample.

P ]

%
|
{ Notee=-=-IND¢ Indeterminate correlation coefficient
I

| ~ 8pjscrepancy! between orge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Teste . -

? bDiscrepancyzBetween WISC and Stanford Achievement
: Test. , o

(= = ] <
<
v

i ®°Discrepancy ‘between WISC and WRAT,

g dDiscrepancy;fbetween Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

eDiscrepancy'fbetween orge-Therndike,and GPA.

Discrepancy*between WISC and GPA.
"B < .05, |

v
o e E W A
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Method 5 and Method 6 was indeterminate for the sample under
study.

Table 76 surmarizes the findings for the intercorre=
lations among the six ob jective methods of selecting under=-
achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between
measures of academic aptitude and performance was used as
the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from Table 76 that of the 15 correla-
tions obtained at 1.5 Sﬁ discrepancy, 12 of the 15 coeffi-
clents were unobtainable for the sample under study. The
correlation coefficients between Methods 3 and Methods 1
and u were non-significant at the .05 level, The correlation

coefficient between Method 1 and Method li was significant at
the .05 level,

Discussion. The data reported for the sample of 50

sixth grade males with IQ's above 110, at discrepancies of
.5 SD or more and 1.0.SD or more between aptitude and
performance, gave evidence of a number of interrelationships
among the six dbjéctive methods of selecting underachlevers
at both levels of discrepancy.

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude
and performance was used as the criterion for selecting
underachievers, the following interrelationships were noted
among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers?

(a) Method 1 and Methods 3, L, 5; (b) Method 2 and Methods 3,
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TABLE 76

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six

Ob jective Methods:of Selecting Underachilevers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptil-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Methods of Selecti
Ob jective Methods | Objectivgnd:£ﬁghiegerse SeHIe
of Selecting , ' ' ‘
Underachievers ‘Method Method Method Method Method 3
2 3 L -5 6 f
Method 1% IND  .189  .803"  ImD IND !
Method 2° ’ IND IND TND IND ;
Method 3° SR .715 IND IND i
| Method L% . . IND IND 7
Method 5° IND |
| Method 6%

Note,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

gDiscrepancy?between Lorge-Thorndike end Stanford
Achlevement Test. '~ - ST

b

Discrepancy betweéen WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test. ' |
cDiscrepancyfbetWQen WISC and WRAT.
dDiscrepahcy‘bptween Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

®Discrepancy betwsen Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
9 | .fDiscrepanCy bbtﬁéen;WISC‘and GPA.
! I ' o S ;":ﬁ

2< 00.5. BRI o

R |

. .
,,,,,
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6; (¢) Method 3 and Methods 1, 2, L, 6; (d) Method L and
Methods 1, 3; (o) Method 5 and Methods 1, L; and (f) Method
6 and Methods 2, 3. A trend, which was similar to that
discussed in relation to Question 2, Analyses I, II, and
; III, was likewise observed among the interrelationships
P observed among the objective methods of selecting under -
achievers in the present analysis, That is, selection of
i underachievers by Methods 2, 3, and 6 were significantly
related only to selection by those methods using identical -
measures of academic aptitude. Selectlon of underachievers
by Method lj was significantly related to selection by methods
which used either the same aptitude measure or the same
performance measﬁre.

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude
and performance was used as a criterion for selecting under-
achievers, the following interrelationships were observed
among the objective methods of selecting underachievers:

(a) Method 1 and Methods 2, l; (b) Method 2 and Method 1;
(c) Method 3 end Method 6; (d) Method i and Method 1; end
(e) Method 6 and Method 3. These interrelationships, at 1.0
SD discrepancy, for the sample with IQ'S above 116, differ

-markedly from those reported for the sémples of Analyses I,

II, and ITI. For the students with IQ's above 110, it was
noted that selection of underachievers by Methods 1 and 2
tended to be related to selection by other methods using

standardized test data to establish academliec performance,
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but not to be related to methods using grade point average

to establish academic performance. Selection of under-
achievers by Method 3, which employed individual test data
only, was related only to Method 6, which used grade point
average to establish academic performance. Selection of

} 1 underachievers by Method 5, which used grade point average,

was not related to selection of underachievers by any other

method, Selection of underachievers by Method 6, which also

PO

used grade point averagef-was related only to Method 3.

The findings for the 1.5 SD level of discrepancy, with
}f the majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate
for this sample, suggest :that a discrepancy of 1.5 8D or
more 1s too large to permit comparisons among these methods

of selecting underachievers in'a sample size of SO students,

L

Question 3: What Is the Interrela-
1 tionship between the: Two Subjective
E Methods of Selecting Underachievers?

A correlation coefficient of .37&, which was signifi-
cant at the' .05 level, was obtained between the two sub jec-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, i. 8. student
judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of achievement,
(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic

performance was not involVed in the comparison between the

" | two subjective methods of selecting ‘underachievers,)

g
v

Discussion. Tneselresults_indicate that there was a

. . . e
R BRI .
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relationship between selection as an underachiever by student
judgment of achievement and selection as an underachlever by
teacher judgment of achlevement for the sample of 50 sixth
grade males with IQ's above 110,

Tt will be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III,
that there was a relationship between the two subjective
methods for the random sample of 100 students, but not for
the sample of students with IQ's below 90 or the sample of
students with IQ's from 90 through 110,

Question L: What Are the Interrela-
tIonships among the Two subjective
Methods of Selecting Underachievers
and the Six OD) ec’E?veT&ethoas of
Selecting Underachievers, for tach

of Three levels of bDiscrepanc
botween Measures of Academic %Eti-
Tude and Academic reriormance

Table 77 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers and the six objective methods of selecting
underachievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between
academic aptitude and academic performance was used by each
of the objective methods as a criterion for selecting under-
achlevers. |

A reference to Table 77 will show that the correlation
coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 3 and 6 were
significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficlent
between Method 8 and Method 5 was significant at the .05

level. The correlation coefficient between Method 8 and




TABLE 77

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Ob jective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptl=
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Subjective Objective Methods of Selecting
Methods of Underachievers
Selecting = ) T
Underachievers Method?® Me thod Method® Method Me thod® Method
. 1 2 3 L 5 )
Method 78 .158  .113 JL92* .027 292 .392%
Method 8" .299 .311 .209 .000 509 .73

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bpjscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
Cpiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

®piscrepancy between lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

ESelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hSelection of underachlevers by teacher judgment of achievement.

-3!-2< .05,
:--::-B< 0L,

3
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and Method 6 was significant at the .0l level. Significant

correlation coefficlents were not found between Method 7 and ;

Methods 1, 2, l, and 5, and between Method 8 and Methods 1, 2
3, and L. !

The results for the intercoréelations among the two
subjective methods of selectipg underachievers and the six
ob jective methods, at a dlscrepancy of 1.0 SD or more

between aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 78,

A reference to Table 78 will show that the correlation
coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 5 and 6 were
significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficlent
between Method 8 and ﬁethdd 3 was significant at the Ol
level., Significant correlation coefficients were not found
between Method 7 end Methods 1, 2, l, and between Method 8
and Methods 1, 2, L, 5, 6.

Table 79 records the results for the intercorrelations
among the two subjective methods of selecting underachlevers

and the six objective methods, when 1.5 SD discrepancy or

' more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for underachievement by the objective methods, E
It will be observed from Table 79 that six of the

correlation coefficlents between Methods 7 and 8 and Methods

i e S

1 through 6 were indeterminate for this sample. A correla-
tion coefficient, significant at the .05 level, was found

between Method 8 and Method lj. The remaining coefficients %

ot g - st vt 3 - > e —— e § e W]

ERIC
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TABIE 78

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods :
of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD ;
Discrepancy Between Acaderiic Aptil- :
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Sub jective Ou jective Methods of Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

Selecting .

Underachievers Method® Method? Method® Methodl Method® Methodf
1 2 3 L 5 6

Method 7% .olo .125 Jas* .113 .519% JLs2®

Me thod 8P 301 .266 720" 266 639 . 301

Note.==I¥D: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between lLorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achlevement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

®Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

®Discrepancy between lLorge-Thorndike and GPA.
b ¥

Discrepancy between WISC and GPA,

#selection of underachievers by student judgment of achlevement.

hSelecticn of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.
-3:-2< .05,
**p & .01,




TABIE 79

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Sub jective Methods and Six Ob jective Methods
of Selecting Underachievers at 1,5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Sub jective Objective Methods of Selecting

Methods of Underachievers

3;32 ;’;i{;‘;eve,.s Method® Method® Method® Methodd Method® Methoaf
1 2 3 L 5 6

Method 78 .021 IND 276 L1159 IND <373

Method 81 <131 IND IND .539% IND IND

Note,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this'sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test,

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.
dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,
gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement,

"n < .05,

2

r< .01,
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between the two subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers and the six objective methods were non-significant

at the .05 level,

Discussion, The results recorded in Tables 77, 78,

g i/ and 79 for the sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110 - o

| give evidence of interrelationships between the two subjec- ;

tive methods of selecting underachievers and the six objec-

tive methods, when—d¥screpancies of .5 SD or more and 1,0 SD

or more between aptitude and performance were used by the

j objective methods as criteria for selecting underachievers,

| The data for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, with most of
the correlation coefficlents indeterminate for this sample,
were insufficient for drawing meaningful generalizations,

For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, a relationship

was observed between Method 7 end Methods 3 and 6.,  For a
discrepancy ofﬁl.O SD, a relationship was observed between
Method 8 and Methods 3, 5, and 6., Thus, at both levels of
discrepancy, there appeared to be a tendency for selection
of underachlevers by student Jjudgment of achlevement to be
related to selection of.underachievers by at least one of
the methods usling grade point average to establish academic
performance and also the one method using individual stand-
ardized test data to establish both academic aptitude and
academic performance.

A relationship was observed between Method 8 and
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Methods 5 and 6, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was
used by the objective methods to select underachlevers. For
a discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more, there was a relationship
between Method 8 and Method 3. Thus, it appears that selec-
tion of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement
tended to be related to thoss methods which used grade point
average to establish academic performance for the smaller
degree of underachievement (as defined by a discrepancy of
5 SD or more between academic aptitude and performance),
but not for the greater degree of underachievement (as
defined by a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between academic

aptitude and performance).

%uestion S: What Are the Interrela-
tIonships among the Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Under-
achlevers, for each of Three Levels
of Discrepancy between Measures of
Academic Aptitude and Academic .=
Performance?

Tgble 80 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinlc procedure for selecting under-
achievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see Chapter
II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.,

A reference to Table 80 will show that among the five
parts of the clinic procedure, six of the correlation coeffi-
cients were non-significant at the .05 level, two were

indeterminate for this sampie, one was significant at the
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TABIE 80
Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts {
of the Cliniec Procedure for Selecting Underachievers ;
at 5 SD Discrepancy Between Academlc Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade :
Males with IQ's Above 110 i
- 'Phe Clinie Procédure -
The Clinic : ‘ ‘ '
Procedure v R M P
Factor Factor Factor Factor
GA Factor? «237 « 606 IND IND
V Factor?® .196 L189% .385
R Factcrc 0266 0131
M Factord . 613%%
E | P Factor®

Note.==-IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
‘ cient for this sample,

" aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
_and General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor, - '

R N b S

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlent
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy‘ between Expected Abllity Quotient
and Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepancy betwesn Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor. o

{ | *p < .05,
"'p < 0L,
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.05 level, and one was significant at the .0l level.

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the
clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a
discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are summarized in
Table 1. |

It will be seen from Table 81 that three correlation
coefficients were indeterminate for the sample under study,
two were significant at the .05 level, snd five were non-
significant at the .05 level, |

Table 82 summarizes the intercorrelations among.the
five parts of the clini~s procedure for selecting under-
achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between
academic aptitude and performance was used as the criterion
for selecting underachievers,

It will be seen from Table 82 that all 10 of the
correlation coefficients among the five pérts of the cliniec
procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate
for the sample under study, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachlevers,

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables

80 and 81 indicate, for the sample of 50 sixth grade males
with IQ!'s above 110, that there were lnterrelationships
among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers for discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 D




o e e
e e SRR

23

TABIE 81

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Flve Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
at 1,0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's Above 110

; The Clinic Procedure | s
? The Clinic |
3 Procedure A\ R M P 1
Factor ‘Factor Factor Factor ?
GA Factor® IND 799 .565 IND
V Factor’ ™D 723" 0119 i
E R F'actorc . 059,-'- 0639
| M Factor® oul™
P Factore

Note,==IND? Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
clent for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quot ient
and General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient 3
and Verbal Factor, ‘ 1

Discrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient f
and Reality Factor, 1

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor,

PR
**p < .01,
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TABIE 82

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers
st 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure

The Clinic
Procedure \' R M P

Factor Factor Factor Factor
GA Factor® IND IND IND IND
Vv Factor® IND IND IND
R Factor® IND I
M Factor® | IND
P Factor.e ‘

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample, .

81 serepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient
(and Verbal Factor.

Cbiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
.and Reality Factor.

¢Discrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

- ®piscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
,and Psychomotor Factor.
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or more. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between the
Expected Ability Quotient aﬁd factor scores, all of the
intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-
dure were indeterminate for the sample under study.

| By comparing the data for‘Qnestion % in Analyses I,
II, III, and IV at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrep-
ancy between aptitude and performance, it will be seen that
there were interrelationships among the five parts of the
clinic procedure fof each sample or Analysis at both levels
of discrepancy. In view of'these interrelationships among
scores based on the diecrepancy between the Expected Ability
Quotient and factor sceres,.a question has been reised
regarding the possibility of:interrelationships among the

factor scores themselves (see Analysis I, Question 5).

Question 6: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure. for Selectigg
;Taerachigvers an&:tQ%’gix Ob jective
pthods o Selecti naerachievers,
of Three Levels of Discrep-
ancz ggtweeE—Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

Table 83 summarizes tﬁe‘intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-
achlevers and the six dbjective methods of selecting under=-
achievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers,
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TABIE 83

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at o5 SD
Discrepancy Retween Academic Aptitude and Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

:==================T=================================?f================
ggg;gg:vgr The Clinicniggﬁzggigvggg Selecting
3:%:$:gg%evers Fagﬁ:r FaX:or Fagzor. Fagior FaE:or
Method 1 ,119 0113 .266 0137 .106
Method 20 IND .519* .385 .026 o1l
Method 3" .012 156 635" «399 «353
Method It L32 113 1138 270 1109
Method 59 66l .087 131 .336 049
Method 6 ™D .011 .389 .158 .238

Note,=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficlent for this
sample,

8p4gscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotlient and General
Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor. ,

®Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reallty
Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor, ‘

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor
Factor,

fDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement
Test.

€piscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.
hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,
JDiscrapancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.
kDiscrqpancy between WISC and GPA.

"p < .05,
**2< «01,

WS ™~
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A reference to Table 83 will show that of the 30
correlation coefficients amoﬂg the five parts qf the clinic
procedure for selecting underaChievers‘and the slix objective
methods of selecting underachlevers, 3 of the coefficients
were significant at theT.OS 1evel,v25 were non-significant
at the .05 level, and 2 were indeterminate for the sample
under study. The correlation coefficients significant at
the .05 level were found between the General Abillity Factor
and Method 5, the Verbal Factor and Method 2, and the
Reality Factor and Method 3. None of the correlation
coefficients between the Motivational or Psychomotor Factors
and Methods 1 through 6 were significant at the .05 level.

Table 8l summarizes thé intercorrelations among the
five parts of the clinlc procedure for selecting under-
achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-
achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

academic aptitude and performance was used as a criterlion

for selecting underéchievers.'

It will be noted from Table 8L that of the 30 inter-
corrélatiohs among, the“fivenparts of the clinic procedure
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,
12 of the correlation coeéfficients were indeterminate for
the sample undérlstudy;'lé were non-significant at the'.OS
level, and 2 were significanﬁ'at'the .05 level,

Table .85 summarizes thﬁ*intercorrelations among the

five parts of the CIinic~procédure for selecting .
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TABRLE 8l

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selectins 'mderachlievers and the Six
Ohjective Methods of Selecting 'nderachievers at 1,0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Above 110

Ob jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting / %
Methods of Underachlievers

Selecting

Underachlevers Fagtzr FaX:or | Fag:or Fa§:or Fazzor ?
Me thod 1T IND .322 IND .0L8 o3lb
Method 28 IND 52l 239 1168 .718*

Method 3" .301 .152 148 1450 SuTH
Method ' ™D .119 IND .198 131 ﬁ
Method 59 IND IND  IND IND IND

Method 6° ™D .322 IND .08 .518

Note,=-=I"D: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Abi1lity Quotient and Verbal
Factor, .

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality ’
Factor,

d
Factor.

Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

e ” |
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Factor,

Tost I'Discr'epancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement -
2885, - - ;

gDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT,
1Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT,
jDiscrepancy‘between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA,
kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA,

*B< +05,

**2< .01,
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TARLE 85

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefriéients Among Five Parts of the

Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Ob Jective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of' 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQt's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

3§3§§§§v§f 'b Underachievers :
S ' c e
v:é:ﬁg:g%evers Fagg:r Fagtor Faztor Fartor Fa:tor
Method 1 YD IND IND IND IND
Method 26 IND TND IND IND IND
Method 3" IND IND IND IND IND
Method L1 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 57 IND IND IND IND IND
Method 6% IND IND IND IND IND
Note.,--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample,

8Discrepancy between Expeétéd Ability Quotient

Ability Factor,

Factor,
Factor,

Factor,

Factor,

gDiscrepancy between WISC‘aﬁd Stanford Achievement Test.

]

hD;screpancy between WISC and WRAT,

1Discrepancy betﬁeén Lgrge-Thorndike and WRAT,
JDiscrepancy betQQQnALorgé-Thorndike and GPA, -

‘kDiscrepancy betve
*2 < 0050
"p< .02,

- .

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
cDiscrepancy betﬁeen Expected Ability Quotient
dpiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

®Discrepancy between.EXpectbd Ability Quotient

en WISC and GPA,

¢

-‘2 . .

and General

and Verbal

and Reallty

and Motivational

and Psychomotor

fDiscrepancy_betwebnALbrge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement
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underachlevers and the six objective methods of selecting
underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more was
used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers,

A reference to Table 85 will show that all 30 of the
correlation coefficients between the five parts of the
clinic procedure and the six objective methods of selecting
underachlevers were indeterminate for the sample under

study.

Discussion. The results reported for the .5 SD and

1,0 SD levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude and
performance show evidence of only a few interrelationships,
at each of these levels, among the five parts of the clinic
procedure and the six objective methods of selecting under-
achlievers for the sample under study. For a discrepancy of
1.5 SD or more, all of the correlation coefficients batween
the clinic procedure and dbjecti&e methods were indeterminate
for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with IQ's above 110,

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude .
and performance was used as the criterion for underachieve-
ment, relationships were found between the General Ability
Factor and Method 5, the Verbal Factor and Method 2, and the
Reality Factor and Method 3. The data did not show evidence
of any relationships between either the Motivational or

Psychomotor Factors and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers,

W rmat




At the 1.0 SDzleyel_ofJQiscrepancy, relationships
were observed between?the Motivational Factor and Method 3
and also between the Psychomqtor Factor and Methods 2 and 3,
The data for a discrepancy of 1 0 SD or more between aptitude
and performance may be considered lnsufficient for making
meaningful generalizations because of the relatively large
number of correlation coefficlents which were indeterminate
for this sample, |

On the bhasis of the data obtained in the previous
three analyses, a question has been raised regarding the
overall usefulness of the clinic&procedure as a means of

selecting underachievers. It was also pointed out that the

factor discrepancy scores may deal with different aspects of
underachievement than the objective_methodS'of selecting
underachievers,

The relative lack oflinterrelationships among selec=-
tion of underachievers by the'clinic procedure and the objec-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, for the present

sample, supports-theLQuestions ralsed in the preceding para-

graph. It will be noted; however, that in all four samples,
the Motivational.Factor was related to at least one of the
objective methods of selecting underachievers at the .5 SD
and 1,0 SD 1evels-ofpdiscrepancy between aptitude and

performance,
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Question 7: What Are the Interrela-
tIonships among the Tive Parts of the
linic Procedure and the Two Sub*ective
Methods of " Selecti Underachievers at

and Academlic Performance?

Teble 86 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for
selecting underachievers and the two sub jective methods of
selecting underachievers when a discrepancy of 5 SD or more
between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion
for selecting underachievers by the clinlc procedure.

Tt will be ncted from Table 86 that all 10 of the

“{ntercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subjec=-
tive methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant
at the .05 level,

Table 87 records the results for the intercorrela-'
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure fof
selecting underachieversland the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 8D or
more between aptitude and performance was used as the
eriterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic
procedure.

A reference to Table 87 will show that all of the
correlation coefficlents between Method 7 and the flve parts
of the clinie procedure were non-significant at the .05

level, Of the correlation coefficients between Method 8
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TABIE 86

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under=-
achlevers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptltude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's Above 110

Sub jective The Clinic Procedure for Selecting 4

Methods of - Underachievers

Selecting a b c e
GA v R ma P

Underachievers Factor " Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7T 373 .211 131 .027 .188

Method 88 282  ,092°  ,000 « 000 .127

P
!

aDiscrepancy betweeh.Ekpected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor. |

Verbal Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor. L o

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor, Lo -

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor, - SIS

fSelection'p‘f ﬁﬁdéfachiéﬁérs by student judgment of
achlevement, A

€Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement, o W

*b< 405, |
o 01 o N
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TABIE 87

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Sub jective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Cliniec

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for
a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
ﬁggggg:;gﬁ Underachievers
Selecting a ) c ~d e
Underachievers GA v R M P
Factor TFactor Factor Factor Factor
Method 7% .098 276 .3h9  .,009 .339
Method 88 000 539 +000 «106  L70
‘M— ]

. Note,~-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

QDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between.Expectéd Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

dDiécrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor. .

Tselection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement.,

gSelection_of underachievers by teacher ju&gment of
achlevement., .

*p_ < «05.
*%2 < .01,
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and the five parts of?the,clinic procedure, three were non- -
significant at the .05 level and two were significant at the
«05 level. The significant correlation coefficients were
between Method 8 and the Verbal and Psychomotor Factors,

 Table 88 records the results for the intercorrela-
tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure and the
two sub jective methods of selecting underachievers, when a
discrepancy'of 1.5 SD or more.between aptitude and perform-
ance was used as the'criterion for selecting underachievers
by the clinic procedure.‘f

A reference to Table 88 will show that when a discrep-

ancy of 1,5 SD or more was used ‘all 10 of the correlation
coefficients between the two ‘sub jective methods and the five
parts of the clinic procedure.Were,indeterminate for this

‘Sample.

Discussion, The results reported in Tables 86 87,
and 88 show evidence of only two relationships among the
five parts of the clinic procedure and the two subjective
methods of selecting underachievers for the sample of 50
sixth grade males with IQ's above llO

When a discrepancy of 5 SD ‘or more between aptitude
and performance was used as the criterion for selecting
underachievers by the clinic procedure, the findings did not
show evidence of a relationship between selection of under-

achievers by either teacher or student Judgment of
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TAELE 88

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achlevers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for
a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males

with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
ﬁg:gig:igg . Un.de:c'a.chie'v'ersMa
Selecting a A 3) c )
GA \' R P
Underachievers Factor Factor Factor Factor Factoxr:
Method 7% IND IND IND IND IND
Method 88 | IND IND IND IND IND

Note.-=-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for thls sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotient and
General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy botween Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor, '

°Discrepancy'between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Reallity Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrspancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor,

fSelecticm of undesrachisvers by student Judgment of
achlievement,

Bseiection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement,

"p < .05,
*p < .01,
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achievement and any of the five parts of the clinlc procedure
for selecting underachlevers,

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, a
relationship was not observed between selection of under-
achievers by student judgment of achievement and any of the
five parts of the clinic procedure. There was a relation-
ship, however, between selection as an underachiever by
teacher judgment of achievement and the Verbal and Psycho-
motor Factors,.

For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, all of the
intercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic proce=-
dure and the two sﬁbjective methods of selecting under-
achievers were indeterminate for the sample under study.

Question 8: What Is the Relatlonshi
between the Two Measures of §eIT-
Perception?

A correlation coefficient of .150, which was non-
significant at the .05ilevel; nas obtained between: the two
measures of self-perception, ;,g. student academic self=
concept and student perception of control over environment.
(Ievel of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic
performance was not involved in the comparison between the

I

two measures of self-perception.)

Discussion. These‘results indicate that there was

not a relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the

sample of 50 sixth gra@e‘malesvwith IQ's above 110,
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It will be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III that
a relationship was found between the two measures of self=-
perception for the random sample of 100 students and the
sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, and also for the
sample of 50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110,

Questlon 2‘ 'What Ars the Interrela=-
the Two Measures or

tionships

Self- Perce n and the Six Objec-
tive Methods o?'§_Tect ng Under-

achlevers at Fach of Three lLevels

of Discrepancy between Measures of

Academlic Epﬁ!%uae and Academic

Perf ormance?

Table 89 records the resulits for the intercorrelations
among the two measures of self-perception and the six objec-
tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD |
discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was
used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for
selecting underachilevers,

It will be seen from Teble 89 that of the 12 inter-
corfelations among the two measures of self-perception and
the six objective methods of selecting underéchievers, 10 of
the correlation coefflcients were non-significant at the .05
level, one was indeterminate for this sample and one was
significant at the .05 level. The significant correlation
coefficient was between Variable B and Method l.

Table 90 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two meas.res of self-perception and the six
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objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a
discrepancy of 1,0 SD or‘more between aptitude and perform-
ance was used by each of the objective methcds as the
criterion for selecting underachievers,

A reference to Table 90 will show that of the 12
intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception
and the six objective,methods of selecting underachievers,
10 of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at
the .05 level and two were significant at the .01 level.

The significant correlation coefficients were between Method
3 and Variables A and B.

Table 91 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two measures ofvself-perception and the six | 4

ob jective methods of selecting-underachievers, when a discrep-

ancy of 1,5 SD or more between"aptitude and performance was

used by each of the dbjective methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 91 that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two ‘measures of self-perception'

and the six objectivewmethods of selecting underachievers,

seven of the correlation coefficients were non=-significant

LR %

at the .05 level, four_of theucoefficients were indeterminate

for-the sample under-étudy, and one coefficient was signifi-

{

cant at the .OS level. The significant correlation coeffi-

cient was between Variable A and Method 3.
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Discussion, For the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's above 110, the data for Varlable A show a striking
lack of relationships bebtween negative self-concept and aca-
demic underachievement (operationally defined by six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers based on the

relative discrepancy between aptitude and performance). For
a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and perform=
ance, the results indicated no relationships between negative
self-concept and the objective methods of selecting under-
achievers. At the 1.0 SD and 1,5 SD levels of discrepancy,

e relationship was observed between negative self=-concept

and Method 3. A reference to the discussion of Question 9

for Analyses I, II, and ITT will show a similar lack of

relationships betweenenegatiVe self-concept and the six
objective methods of selectingﬁnnderachievers for the random
sample of 100 students, the sample of 50 students with IQ's
below 90, and the sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110,
It was previously pointed out in the discussion of Question
9, Analysis I that the findings of the present investigation
may have been influenoed by the ‘manner in which scores
representing negative self-concept were obtained.

The data for Variable B also indicate very few rela-
tionships between negative perception of oont"ol over
environment and academio underachievement (operationally

defined by six objective¢methods;of1selecting unde rachlevers

based on the relativégdisorepanoyftetween aptitude end
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performance. For a dlscrepancy of .5 SD or more, a rela=-
tionship was found between negative perception of control
over environment and Method k. A relationship was found
between negative perception of control over enviromment

and Method 3 for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more. With two
of the six coeffliclents indeterminate for‘this sample at the
1,5 SD discrepancy level, the data were insufficlent for
drawing meaningful generalizations. On the whole, students
in this sample agreeing with or not sure sbout the statement
"people like me don't have much of a chance to be success-
ful in life"™ were nbt generally selected as underachievers

by the six objective methods.

Question 10:¢ What Are the Interrela-

tIonships among the Two Measures of
elf'-Perce on and the Two §u§39c-
beﬁoss of SeTecEIng Under-

Tive
achlevers?

Table 92 gives the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers, (Level of discrepancy between
aptitude and performance was not involved in these comparisons),
It will be seen from Table 92 that all four of the
correlation coefficlents among the tw§ measures of self-
perception and the two suquctive methods of selecting

underachievers were non-significant at the .05 level,

Discussion., These results indicated no relationships




TABIE 92

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among %he
Two Measures of Self-Perception and the Two
Sub jective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Subjective Methods of
Measures of .
Se1f-Perception Selecting Underachieve?: |
| Method 7° Method 8 ?
variable A® | .351 .06 ?1
Variable B¢ . [.113 .23l

Selection of underachievers by student
~judgment of" achievement. .

bSelection of underachievers by teacher
judgment of achievement..

°Student academic self-concept.

dstudent perception of control over
environment,
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between negative self-concept and selection of underachievers
by student judgment of achlevement or teacher judgment of
achievement. They also indicated no relationship between
negative perception of control over environment and selection
of underachievers by student judgment of achievement or
teacher judgment of achieveme::t, Thus, for the sample of 50
students with IQ's above 110, students with negative self-

concepts or negative perception of control over enviromment

1

tended not to select tnemselves as underachievers or to be

selected by their teachers as underachievers. |

In comparing this lack of interrelationships with
those of Analyses I through IV, 1t will be noted that a
relationship was found between Method 7 and Variables A and
B for the random sample of 100 students; a relationship was
found between Method 7 and Varieble B for the sample of 50
students with IQ's from 90 through 110, The results indi-
cated no 1nterreiationsh1ps, however, bétween Variables A and
B and Methods 7 and 8 for the sample of 50 students with
IQ's below 90.

Question 1l1l: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Two Measures of
Sell-Perception and the Five Parts of
the CIinlc Procedure for Selecting

. Underachlevers, for Each of Three

Tevels of Discrepancy between
Megsures of Academic Aptitude and
Academic Performance?

Table 93 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measures os self-perception and the five parts of the
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TABIE 93

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficlents Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts .of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at +5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with
- IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Measures of | | Underachievers
Self-Perception | cA? _Vb | RC Md | p°
Factor Factor Factor TPFactor Factor
Veriable A* 183 . .251  L68%  ,189 162
Varisble BP I ,079  IND .189 .125

. - Note,==IND: iﬁdeterminate correlation coefficlient
for this sample. | . :

8Discrepancy between.Expected Abllity Quotient and
General Ability Factor, : :

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

Dlscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reallty Factor. |

dpiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.i. e

: eDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and.
Psychomotor Factor. | _

f

* l

Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

B< 001’0 .‘
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clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a
discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-
ance was used as the criterion for selecting underachlevers
by the five parts of the clinic procedure.

It will be seen from Table 93 that of the 10 correla-
tion coefficlents betwéen the two measures of self-perception
and the five parts of the clinic procedure, 2 were Iindeter-
minate for this sample, 7 were non-significant at the .05
level, and 1 was significant at the .05 level, The signifie-
cant correlation coefficient was between Variable A and the'
Reallity Factor,

Table 9l summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
clinic procedure when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more
between aptitude and ﬁerformance was used by the clinic
procedure as the criterion for selecting underachlevers,

Tt will be observed from Teble 9l that of the 10
intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception
end the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting
underachievers, 2 of the correlation coefficients were
indeterminate for the sample under study and 8 correlation
coefficients were nonesignificant‘at the .03 level.

Table 95 summarizes the intercorrelations among the
two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1,5 SD or more was used by the clinic
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TABIE 9l
| Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
i Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110
The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Measures of | Underachievers
Self-Perception eA® Vb RC Md e
Factor TFactor TFactor Factor Factor
Variable AT <131 309 137 17l 370
Variable BE | IND .119 IND .198 - ,131

Note,==-IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample, |

&Djscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor,

bDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotlent and
Verbal Factor,

®biscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor,

dDiscrepancy between.Expected Ability Quotient and
Mctivational Factor, :

| Discrepancy betweén Expected Abi1lity Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.,

fStudent academic self-concept.

8student perception of ‘eontrol over environment,

B < 005.

S

* 'p < 01,
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TABIE 95

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Filve Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachlevers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
' and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

é . The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Measures of Underachievers

: Self-Perception

| T\ v R°® Mo P

| Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
Variable AT IND IND IND IND IND
Variable B& IND - IND IND IND IND

i S —— ——

Note,=-IND¢ Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Abllity Quotlent and
General Abillity Factor.

bDiscrepancy betﬁeeniExpected Abllity Quotient and
Verbal Factor, '

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor,

@Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor,

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor, ‘

fStudent academic self-concepts
8Student perception of control over enviromment.
¥p < +05,
*p < .01, «




R 2o ittt S i 1 Mt A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L ERIC

271
procedure as the criterlion for selecting underachievers,
It will be noted from Table 95, for a discrepancy of
1.5 SD, that all 10 of the intercorrelations among the two
measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinie

procedure were indeterminate for this sample.

Discussion. The results at a discrepancy of .5 SD

or more indicated a relationshlp between the Reallty Factor
and Variable A, No other relationships were indicated by
the data from all three levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance.




CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The identification of underachleving students has
long been a special problem for educators. Various investi-
gators have addressed themselves, theoretically and experi-

mentally, with little agreement among them, to the E;j

identification of underachleving students. The problem with
which the present investigation was concerned was the gen=-
_eral inconsistency of the findings in the literature on
underachievement and the diversity among methods of select- gf
ing underachievers (or, operational definitions of under- R
achievement)., \ | | 4 |

The purpose of the present study was to ihvestigate

the interrelationships among various methods of selecting

‘underachievers which could all be classifled within the same
category of operational definlitions of underachievement.
Thus, all methods of selectling underachievers used in the
present investigation were based on a category of opera-

tional definitions called, in the Farquhar and Payne (196l)

classification of definitions, M™relative discrepancy split,"

e

r
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i.e., the relative discrepancy in standard score units
between some measure of academic aptitude and some measure
of academic performance, Because of the possibility that
the individual psychological characteristics of both teacher
and child may influence scholastic underachievement, addi-
tional comparisons were made using two variables frequently
assoclated with underachievement.
Methods 1 through 6, which were based on the discrep-
ancy between academlc aptitude and standardized test data or
P % teacher grades, were considered objective methods of selecte %
I ing underachlevers, Methods 7 and 8, which were based on i
: | the discrepancy between academic aptitude and teacher judg-
F ; ment or student judgment of achievement, were considered
sub jective methods of selecting underachievers, Method 9,

ﬁf§, which was composed of five separate parts, was a clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers. Variables A and B ;w
h i were considered measures of self-perception. |
{ i The specific methods of selecting underachievers and )
the variables chosen for study were as follows: (a) Method
l:' Selection of undéfachievers by disecrepancy between a

standardlzed ggggg{mééSure of - academic aptitude and' a stand-
ardized ggggg_measuré of academic performance, (b) Method 2:

Selection of underachievers by .discrepancy betwéen a stand-

ardized individual measure of 'academic aptitude and a stande
ardized group measure of academic performance, (c) Method 3

Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a

G o,

©
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standardized individual measure of academic aptitude and a

standardized individual measure of academic performance, (a)
Method lit Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between
a standardized group measure of academic aptitude and a
standardized individual measure of academic performance, (o)
Method 5:¢ Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between
a stendardized group measure of academic aptitude and teacher
rades, (f) Method 6: Selection of underachievers by
discrepancy between a standardized individual measure of
academic aptitude and teacher grades, (g) Method I: Selec-

tion of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

(h) Method 8: Selection of underachievers by teacher judg-

ment of achievement, and (i) Method 9: Selection of under=

achievers by the clinic procedure. The clinic procedure 1s

based on the adapted Jastak procedure and includes the
following five factors: General Abllity, Verbal, Reality,
Motivational, Psychomotor (see Chapter II, pages 61, 62,

and 63), (j) Varisble At Student academic self-concept,
and (k) Varisble B: Student perception of control over

environment. -

Standardized instruments used in this study to measure
academic aptitude were the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests
and the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children. Stand-

ardized measures of academic performance used in this study

were the Stanford Achievement Test and the Wide Range

Achievement Test. In addition to the standardlzed measures
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of academic aptitude and performance, unstandardlzed meas-
ures were used to obtain data for the two subjective methods
of‘selecting undérachievers and the two measures of self-
perceptlon,

The subjects for the study were selected from the
entire white male slixth grade population of a large Southern
school system. Since it is possible that level of intelli=-
gence may influence comparisons among methods of selecting
underachievers, a separate analysis was made for each of

four samples of students: (a) Analysis I: random sample of

100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 students with

IQ's below 90, (c) Analysis III: sample of 50 students with

IQ's from 90 through 110, and (d) Analysis IV: sample of 50
students with IQ's above 110,

The following speciflc questions were asked for each
of the four samplqs:

l, Is the probability of selection as an under-
achlever equally distributed across six objective methods
of selecting underachievers, two subjective methods of
selecting underachieVérsé.aﬁd a five=-part clinic procedure
for selecting underachievers; for each of three levels of
discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and
academic performance? - |

2. What are the interrelationships among the six

objective methods of' selecting underachievers, for each of

three levels of discrppancyfbetween measures of academlc
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aptitude and academic performance?

3. What 1s the relationship between the two subjec-
tive methods of selecting underachlevers?

Lo What are the interrelationships among the two
sub jective methods of selecting underachievers and the six
ob jective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of
three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic
aptitude and academic performance?

5. What are the 1nterrelationships among the five
parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachlevers,
for each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of
academic aptitude and academic performance?

6., What are the interrelationships‘among the five
parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers
and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers
at each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of
academic aptitude and academic performance?

7. What are the interrelationships among the five
parts of the clinic procedure and the two subjective
mpthods of selecting underachievers, for each of three
levels of discrepandy between measures of academic aptitude
and academic performance?

8., What 1s the rélationship between the two measures
of self-perception?

9, What aré the interrelationships among the two
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measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, for each of three levels of
discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and
academlec performance?

10s What are the interrelationships among the two
measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods
of selecting underachievers?

1l. What are the interrelationships among the two
measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachievers; at each of three
levels of discrepancy between.measures of academic aptitude
and academic performance.

Summary of MaJor Findings and
Their Implications
From the data gathered and analyzed in this investi-
gation, the interrelationships which are considered of
primary importance for the four sSeparate analyses will be

synthesized for each of the specific questions.

Question 1

The data for all"four samples indicated that selection
as an underachiever was not equally probable among the six
ob jective methods of selecting underachievers, the two
sub jective methods,'and ‘the five-part clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers at each of three levels of discrep-

ancy between aptitude and performance.
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Question 2 |
The dsta for the interrelationships among the six

ob jective methods of sélecting underachievers gave evidence
of a definite trend in the relationships for the random
sample of 100 students., For a discrepancy of o5 SD or more
between academic aptitude and performance, a relationship
was observed between two methods of selecting underachievers
whenever two methods used either the same measures of academic
aptitude or the same measure of academic performance. For a
discrepancy of 1,0 SD or more, the data indicated a rela-
tionship between two methods of selecting underachievers
when the two methods ﬁsed the same measure of academic
aptitude. The findings, in general, did not support the
frequently held assumption that a relationship exists between
methods of selecting underachievers which employ the same

criterion of academic performance, For all four samples,

the findings for a discrepancy of 1,5 8D or more between
aptitude and performance, with many of the correlation
coefficients indeterminate for these samples, were insuffi-
cient for drawing meaningful generalizations.

Of the three sampies classified according to level
of intelligence, the data for the sample with IQ's from 90
through 110 showed the most frequent evidence of'the pattern
of interrelationships described in the preceding paragraph.

Some evidence of the trend was observed, however, from the

data for the sample with IQ's below 90 and the sample with

Y » oy
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IQ's above 110, The lack of clear-cut relationships and the
increased number of indeterminate correlation coefficients
for Analyses II, IIT and IV may be attributed to the
restricted range of the sample's size of 50 as compared with
the sample size of 100,

Question 3

The data for the random sample and the sample with .

IQ's above 110 indicated that there was a relationship
between the two subjective methods of selecting under-
achievers, l.,e., student judgment of achievement and teacher
judgment of achievemept. A relationship was not indicated
by the results from the sample with IQ's below 90 or the
sample with IQ's from 90 through 110. A possible interpreta-
tion of these findings would bé ‘that the more intelligent
students may be more perceptive about theilr teachers! judg=-

ment of their achievement.

Question L

The Lindings 1ndicated two somewhat ambiguous trends
among the interrelationships between.the two subjective
methods of select;né,underaceievers and the six objective
methods. | - | :: ...i |

Firstly, a lack of interrelationships between selec=-
tion as an underachievef by student Judgment of achievement

and'the six obgective-methods;of selecting underachlevers

was noted from the ddtéfiortthegfollowing‘samples: (a)
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random sample, for a discrepancy of 1.0 8D or more between
aptitude and performance, (b) sample with IQ!'s below 90, for
a discrepancy of l.5 SD or more, (c) sample with IQ's from 90
through 110, for discrepancies of o5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or
more. A relationship between selection as an underachlever
by student judgment of achievement and at least two of the
objective methods of gselecting underachlevers was noted,
however, from the data for the sample with IQ's above 110
at discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more.

Secondly, it was observed from the data for the random
sample that there was a relationship between selection as an
underachlever both.by'teacher judgment and student Jjudgment
of achievement and the two methods of selecting underachlevers
which usad grade point average to establish academic perform-
ance (when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude
and performance was used by the latter as the criterion for
underachievement). A relationship was also observed between
selection as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achieve-
ment and the two methods using grade point average for the
sample with IQ's above 110, for a discrepancy of .5 SD or
more,

For all four samples, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or
more was used by the objective methods as the criterion for
selecting underachievers, meny of the coefficlents were %

unobtainable and the data were considered insufficient for

drawing meaningful generalizations.
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Question 5

The data for all four samples indicated that there
were interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic
procedure for selecting underachlevers, for discrepancles of
.5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more between academic aptitude
and academic performance. Subsidlary data indicated, for the
random sample, that there were interrelationships among the
five factor scores on which the five parts of the clinilc
procedure were based. These findings would ralse a question
about the statistical independence of the adapted Jastak

factors,

Question 6

The data for all four samples show evidence of only a f
few interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic . i
procedure for selecting underachlevers and the six objectlve '
methods of selecting underachievers at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD
discrepancy levels. For all four samples, with the majority
of the correlation coefficients Indeterminate, the data at
a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more were insufficient for
drawing meaningful géneralizations. A questlion was raised
regarding the overall usefulness of the clinic procedure as
a method of selecting-underéchievers. It was also polinted
out that the clinic ﬁfocedure may deal with different

dimensions of underachiefement than the objective methods of

seleCting underachievers,
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It was noted, however, that in all four samples,
there was a relationship between the Motivational Factor and E
at least one of the objective methods of selecting under-
achievers, for discrepancies of «5 SD or more and 1,0 8D or

more between aptitude and performance.

Question 7

The data for all four samples gave evidence of very
fow interrelationships between the two subjective methods of
selecting underachievers and the five parts of the clinic
procedure, when discrepancles of o5 SD or more and 1.0 8D or
more between aptitude and performance were used by the clinic
procedure as criteria for selecting underachievers., For the
random sample and the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110,
when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, the data
indicated a relationship between selectlon as an under-
achiever by teacher judgment of achlevement and selection o]
by the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors. For a discrep-
ancy of 1,5 SD or more, with the majority of the intercorre- i
lations indeterminate for the four samples, the data were

insufficient for drawing meaningful generalizations,

Question 8
The results of the investigation indicated that there

was a Trelationship between the two measures of self-

perception for the random sample,‘the sample with IQ's below

90, the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110, but not for the
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sample with IQ's above 110,

Question 9

The data for all four samples gave evidence of very
few relationships between negative self-concept and the six
objective methods of selecting underachievers for discrep-

ancles of .5 SD or more and 1,0 SD or more between aptitude

and performance, Since a relationship between negative
self-concept and academic underachievement among males has
been fairly well established by various investigators (Lavin,
1965), the findings of the present investigation would seem
to have some Implications relevant to the way 1in which the
Scores representing negative self-concept were obtained on

the Self-Concept Q-Sort. A possibility exists that the

median split, which was used in this study, may not discrim-
inate between students who have negative self-concept and
those who do not.

The data for all four samples also indicated very few
relationships between negative perception of control over
environment and the six objective methods of selecting
underachievers for discrepancies of .5 SD or.more and 1.0 SD
or mofe between aptitude and performance.,

The data for a discrepancy of 1.5 8D or more, with
the majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate

for these four samples, were insufficient for drawing

meaningful generalizations,
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Question 10
The results of the interrelationships between the two
subjective methods of selecting underachlievers and the two
measures of self-perception showed a relationship between

selection as an underachiever by student judgment of achlieve-

ment end both measures of self-perception for the random

sample. A relationship was also observed between selection

§
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as an underachlever by studént judgment of achievement and
negative perception of control over environment from the
data for the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110,

For the sample with IQ's below 90 and the sample with
IQ's above 110, the data indicated no relationships between
the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers and
the two measures of self-perception.

The implications of these findings are not clear.
However, these results do gilve evidence that the individual
psychological characteristics of both teacher and child have

some influence on perception of scholastic unde rachievement,

Question 1l

The results for the intercorrelations between the two ; g
measures of self—perception and the five parts of the clinilc =
procedure for select;ng underachievers gave evidence of
interrelationships at the 1. 0 SD discrepancy level, For all
four samples, the correlation coefficlients at a discrepancy

of .5 SD or more were predominantly non-significant at the
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+05 level and at a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more were

predominantly indeterminate,
Conclusions

The primary conclusion drawn from the present
investigation 1s that even within a single classification
of operational definitions of underachievement, selection as
an underachiever 1is not equally probable for methods using
different measures or criteria to establish academic aptitude
and academic performance.

It should be noted, however, that this study was
specifically designed as an exploratory investigation. As
such it lacks the precision of design suitable to sSystem=
atic, well-controlled experimentation. The exploratory
nature of the study should impose strict limitations on the
generalization of these data. Specifically, the large
number of correlation coefficients which were computed
increases the likelihood that more correlation coefficients
could attain statistical significance on the basis of chance
fluctuation. A total of 1,192 tetrachoric correlation
coefficients were computed,

Thus if is suggested that the principal findings of
this study are most appropriate for delineating problem

areas to be investigated more systematically,
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Recommendations

A number of problem areas suggested by the findings
of this study have implications for further research in the

elementary grades:
1. ‘The present study explored interrelationships among
selected relative discrepanby methods of selecting under- S

achievers. The exploratory purpose of the present study

could be extended by using the data obtalned in the present
investigation for the random sample of 100 sixth grade males
to explore the interrelationships among selected relative

discrepancy methods of selecting overachievers.

2. The tendency for methods of selecting under-
achievers to be related when they employ the same measure of
intelligence suggests that further attention needs to be §
directed to the role of group versus individual intelligence J
tests in operational definitions of underachievement.

The present investigation used only éhe classifica-
tion of methods of selecting undergchievefs, 1e08., the
relative discrepancy in standard scores between measures of
academic aptitude and academic performance. Fraquhar and
Payne (196l;) in a previously mentioned classification of
methods of selecting underachievers noted four major classes
of definitions in the literature on underachievement: central
tendency splits, arbitrary partitions-middle group eliminated,

relative discrepancy splits, regression model selection,
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It is possible that the use of relative discrepancy

methods of selecting underachievers in the study may have

had some influence on the tendency for methods of selecting

underachlevers to be related to other methods using the same

measure of academic aptitude. It would be desirable to
investigate this finding for each of the other three classes
of operational definitions of underachievement named by
Farquhar and Payne (196l). |

It is also possible that the choice of the particular
Instruments used to measure academic aptitude may have had
some bearing on the tendency for agreement among methods of

selecting underachievers using the same measure of intelli-

e e - PR

gence, Thus, interrelationships among methods of selecting
underachievers should bevinveétigated using group and indi-
vidual measures of academic aptitude differeﬁt from those
used in the present study. >

3. The findings pertéining to the five parts of the
adapted Jastak procedure suggest the need for investigation
of the validity of the factors. . Discrepancy from an expected
level of ability in Verbal, Motivational, Reality, and
Psychomotor ability did not tend to be related to the other
operational definitionsfpf underachievement or to the person-

ality variables used{in!this'Study. Clinical use of these
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factor discrepancy scores as indicators of deficit would

require establishing:the validity of each. For example,
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Verbal ability scores might be correlated with scores on tbe
verbal section of intelligence tests, reading tests and the
like,

On the basis of the interrelated discrepancy scores
obtained by using the factor scores and the Expected Abllity
Quotient and the interrelated factor scores (random sample
of 100 students), it is suggested that the techniques by
which these factors were obtained need to be sub jected to
further study.

i, The instruments used to obtain the data concern-
ing the relationships of each of two measures of self=-
perception and the two subjective methods of selecting
underachievers were informal and subjective. The findings
indicate, however, several general research questions which
could be further explored (with regard to level of intelli-
gence) by using more fully developed instrumentations:

a. Do students and/or teachers estimate
accurately a student's academic potential?
b. Do students and/or teachers Judgé s stu-

" dent's academic performance against a criterion other
than academic potential: (e.g., the relative perform-
ance of other students, or teacher perception of stu-
dents' basic personal adjustment).

¢, Do students with lower IQ's expect higher

academic performance of themselves than their teachers

expect of them?
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d. Do brighter students' expectations - for their
academic performance coincide more closely with the
expectations of thelr teachers than average and below
average students?

e. Do teachers expect less in the way of aca-
demic performence from students with negative self-
concepts and/or negative perception of control over
environment? '

f« Is there a relationship between student self-

concept and teacher perception of student self-concept?

5. The findings for Variable A, negative student
self-concept, suggested that the use of a median split to
obtain scores representing negative self-concept may not be

appropriate on the Self-Concept Q-Sort. Further investiga-

tion 1is needed,
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APPENDIX
INSTRUMENTS

Self-Concept Q-Sort--Virginia Bennett ™

Form 1

Things don't usuallv hother me,

I'm really dumb,

I am usually a sad verson.

Others know they can trust me.

It makes me feel good to be praised when I've done something
well,

It bothers me when T think others are talking about me.

I don't try as hard as I should,

I am usually a happy person,

I vsually go along with what others want or say even if
I'm not sure they're right,

I never give up until I've really tried as hard as I can.

I'm really pretty smart,

I'm sorry when our team is losing, but I keep right on rooting
for then, :

I'm good at most things I try to do.

I don't think others can trust me.

I often think I'm really no good.

I'1l grow up to be somebody good,

Even when people tell me I've done something well, I'm not
sure I have, myselfl,

No matter what I try, I don't seem to be much good at it.

I make a good leader or captain.

I don't care what others say about me as long as I know I'm
doing the right thing.

It seems somebody is always pushing me around.

Others can't talk me out of it once I know I'm right.

I hate to try real hard because I get mixed up.

I usually know why I do things.

I don't have many good friends,

I'm a real worrier,

lv. D. C. Bemett, "Development of Self =Concept Q=Sort
for Use with Elementary Age Children," Journal of School
Psychology, III (196}), 22,




Form 2

I can't do anything right,

If I could make myself over, I'd be completely different.

I can take 1t OK if my team loses,.

Others don't choose me to be on thelr side because I'm not

much good at anything,

am pretty much content with the way I am.

can take things as they come,

think others really don't like me very much,

just don't really like myself,

can go ahead and do things without worrying about what

somebody else 1s going to say about me,

have a right to be proud of myself,

am a person others can count on,

It seems to me I always have somethling to worry about,

I know Inside myself I'm really a good person.

When I know I'm right, I stick to it,

I can't do well in school because I'm not smart enough,

If I do something, I have a good reason for 1it.

I often feel ashamed,

Other kids are always picking on me or teasing me,

I usually get picked by others to be on their slide because
I'm pretty good at most things.

Others can't count on me because I don't always come through.

worry a lot about what others might say about me.

can do good work in school because I've got the brains,

can keep at things until they get done.

give up too easily,

can be the one who starts things and gets them going,

give in to other people easlily.,
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